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Tracts for the Time ON THE CONTROVERSY WITH THE ROMANISTS. (Against Romanism.ENo. 
l.)[Number 71] 


THE controversy with the Romanists has overtaken us "like a summer's cloud." We find ourselves in 
various parts of the country preparing for it, yet, when we look back, we cannot trace the steps by which 
we arrived at our present position. We do not recollect what our feelings were this time last year on the 
subject,0what was the state of our apprehensions and anticipations. All we know is, that here we are, 
from long security ignorant why we are not Roman Catholics, and they on the other hand are said to be 
spreading and strengthening on all sides of is, vaunting of their success, real or apparent, and taunting 
us with our inability to argue with them. 

The Gospel of Christ is not a matter of mere argument; it does not follow that we are wrong, and they 
are right, because we cannot defend ourselves. But we cannot claim to direct the faith of others, we 
cannot check the progress of what we account error, we cannot be secure (humanly speaking) against 
the weakness of our own hearts some future day, unless we have learned to analyse and to state 
formally our own reasons for believing what we do believe, and thus have fixed our creed in our 
memories and our judgments This is the especial duty of Christian Ministers, who, as St. Paul in the Acts 
of the Apostles, must be ready to dispute, whether with Jews or Greeks. That we are at present very ill 
practised in this branch of our duty, (a point it is scarcely necessary to prove) is owing in a very great 
measure to the protection and favour which have long been extended to the English clergy by the state. 
Statesmen have felt that it was their interest to maintain a Church, which, absorbing into itself a great 
portion of the religious feeling of the country, sobers and chastens what it has so attracted, and 
suppresses by its weight the intractable elements which it cannot persuade; and, while preventing the 
political mischiefs resulting whether from fanaticism or selfwill, is altogether free from those formidable 
qualities which distinguish the ecclesiastical genius of Rome. Thus the clergy have been in that peaceful 
condition in which the civil magistrate supersedes the necessity of struggling for life and ascendency; 
and amid their privileges it is not wonderful that they should have grown secure, and have neglected to 
inform themselves on subjects on which they were not called to dispute. It must be added, too, that a 
feeling of the untenable nature of the Roman doctrines, a contempt for their arguments, and a notion 
that they could never prevail in an educated country, have not a little contributed to expose us to our 
present surprise. 

In saying all this, it is not forgotten that there is still scattered about the Church much learning upon the 
subject of Romanism, and much intelligent opposition to it: nor on the other hand does the present 
series of Tracts pretend to be more than an attempt towards a suitable consideration of it on the part of 
persons who feel in themselves, and see in others a deficiency of information. 

It will be the object, then, of these Tracts, should it be allowed the editor to fulfil his present intention, 
to consider variously, the one question, with which we are likely to be attacked, why, in matter of fact, 
we remain separate from Rome. Some general remarks on the line of argument hence resulting, will be 
the subject of this paper. 

Our position is this. We are seated at our own posts, engaged in our own work, secular or religious, 
interfering with no one, and anticipating no harm, when we hear of the encroachments of Romanism 



around us. We can but honour all good Romanists for such aggression; it marks their earnestness, their 
confidence in their own cause, and their charity towards those whom they consider in error. We need 
not be bitter against them; moderation, and candour, are virtues under all circumstances. Yet for all 
that, we may resist them manfully, when they assail us. This then, I say, is our position, a defensive one; 
we are assailed, and we defend ourselves and our flocks. There is no plea for calling on us in England to 
do more than this,Eto defend ourselves. We are under no constraint to go out of our way spontaneously 
to prove charges against the Romanists; but, when asked about our faith, we give a reason why we are 
this way of thinking, and not that. This makes our task in the controversy incomparably easier, than if we 
were forced to exhibit an offensive front, or volunteered articles of impeachment against the rival 
communion. "Let every man abide in the same calling wherein he was called," is St. PaulEs direction. We 
find ourselves under the Anglican regimen; let every one of us, cleric and layman, remain in it, till our 
opponents have shown cause why we should change, till we have reason to suspect we are wrong. The 
onus probandi plainly lies with them. This, I say, simplifies our argument, as allowing us to content 
ourselves with less of controversy than otherwise would be incumbent on us. We have the strength of 
possession and prescription. We are not obliged to prove them incurably corrupt and heretical; no, nor 
our own system unexceptionable. It is in our power, if we will, to take very low ground; it is quite 
enough to ascertain that reasons cannot be brought why we should go over from our side to theirs. 

But besides this, there are the ApostleEs injunctions against disorder. Did we go over to the Roman 
Catholics, we should be fomenting divisions among ourselves, which would be a prima facie case against 
us. Of course there are cases where division is justifiable. Did we believe, for instance, the English 
Church to be absolutely heretical, and Romanism to be pure and Catholic, it would be a duty, as the 
lesser evil, to take part in a division which truth demanded. Else it would be a sin. Those dissenters who 
consider union with the state to be apostasy, or the doctrine of baptismal regeneration a heresy, are 
wrong, not in that they separate from us, but in that they so think. 

And further, a debt of gratitude to that particular branch of the Church Catholic through which God 
made us Christians, through which we were new born, instructed, and (if so be) ordained to the 
ministerial office; a debt of reverence and affection towards the saints of that Church; the tie of that 
invisible communion with the dead as well as the living, into which the sacraments introduce us; the 
memory of our great teachers, champions, and confessors, now in Paradise, especially of those of the 
seventeenth century,E HammondEs name alone, were there no other, or HookerEs, or KenEs,Ebind us 
to the Anglican Church, by cords of love, except something very serious can be proved against it. But this 
surely is impossible. The only conceivable causes for leaving its communion are, I suppose, the two 
following; first, that it is involved in some damnable heresy, or secondly, that it is not in possession of 
the sacraments: and so far we join issue with the Romanist, for these are among the chief points which 
he attempts to prove against us. 

However, plain and satisfactory as is this account of our position, it is not sufficient, for various reasons, 
to meet the need of the multitude of men. The really pious and sober among our flocks will be 
contented with it. They will naturally express their suspicion and dislike of any doctrine new to them, 
and it will require some considerable body of proof to convince them that they ought even to open their 
ears to it. But it must be recollected, that there is a mass of persons, easily caught by novelty, who will 
be too impetuous to be restrained by such advice as has been suggested. Curiosity and feverishness of 
mind do not wait to decide on which side of a dispute the onus probandi lies. The same feelings which 
carry men now to dissent, will carry them to Romanism, novelty being an essential stimulant of popular 
devotion, and the Roman system, to say nothing of the intrinsic majesty and truth which remain in it 
amid its corruptions, abounding in this and other stimulants of a most potent and effective character. 
And further, there will ever be a number of refined and affectionate minds, who, disappointed in finding 



full matter for their devotional feelings in the English system, as at present conducted, betake 
themselves, through human frailty, to Rome. Besides, ex parte statements may easily suggest scruples 
even to the more sensible and sober portion of the community; and though they will not at all be moved 
ultimately from the principle above laid down, viz. not to change unless clear reason for change is 
assigned, yet they may fairly demand of their teachers and guides what they have to say in answer to 
these statements, which do seem to justify a change, not indeed at once, but in the event of their not 
being refuted. 

Thus then we stand as regards Romanism. Strictly speaking, and in the eyes of soberly religious men, it 
ought not to be embraced, even could it be made appear in some points superior to (what is now 
practically) the Anglican system; St. Paul even advising a slave to remain a slave, though he had the 
option of liberty. If all men were rational, little indeed would be necessary in the way of argument, only 
so much as would be enough to set right the misconceptions which might arise on the subject in 
dispute. But the state of things being otherwise, we must consult for men as they are; and in order to 
meet their necessities, we are obliged to take a more energetic and striking line in the controversy than 
can in strict logic be required of us, to defend ourselves by an offensive warfare, and to expose our 
opponents!!] argument with a view of recommending our own. 

This being the state of the case, the arguments to be urged against Romanism ought to be taken from 
such parts of the general controversy as bear most upon practice, and at the same time kept clear of 
what is more especially sacred, and painful to dispute about. Its adherentslll assault on us will turn (it is 
to be presumed) on strictly practical considerations. They will admit that the English Church approaches 
in many points very near to themselves, and for that very reason was wrong in separating from 
them:Ethat it is in danger far more as being schismatical than as hereticahEthat our Lord commanded 
and predicted that His Church should be one; therefore, that the Roman and the Anglican communions 
cannot both be His Church, but that one must be external to it:Ethat the question to be considered by us 
is, what our chance is of being the true Church; and, in consequence, of possessing the sacraments:Ethat 
we confess Rome to be a branch of ChristEs Church, and admit her orders, but that Rome does not 
acknowledge us; hence that it is safer for us to unite to Rome:Ethat we are, in matter of fact, cut off 
from the great body of the Church Catholic, and stand by our 

selves:Ethat we suffer all manner of schism and heresy to exist, and to propagate itself among us, which 
it is inconceivable that the true Church, guided by the Holy Spirit, should ever do:E that this 
circumstance, if there were no other, being an inconsistency, involves a prima facie case against us, for 
the consideration of those who are not competent to decide in the matter of doctrine:Ethat, if our creed 
were true, God would prosper us in maintaining it, according to the promise:Emoreover, were there no 
other reason, that our forms of administering the sacraments are not such as to make us sure that we 
receive GodEs grace in them. These, and the like arguments, we may suppose, will be urged upon the 
attention of our members, being not of a technical and scholastic, but of a powerfully practical 
character; and such must be ours to oppose them. Much might be said on this part of the subject. There 
are a number of arguments which are scarcely more than ingenious exhibitions, such as would be 
admired in any game where skill is every thing., but which as arguments tell only with those on our own 
side, while an adversary thinks them unfair. Their use is not here denied in matter of fact, viz. in 
confirming those in an opinion, who already hold it, and wish reasons for it. When a man is (rightly or 
wrongly) of one particular way of thinking, he needs, and (it may be added) allowably needs very little 
argument to support him in it to himself. Still it is right that that argument should be substantially 
sound; substantially, because for major reasons, certain accidental peculiarities in the form of it may be 
necessary from the peculiarities of his mind, which has been accustomed to more in some one line and 
not in another. If the argument is radically unreal, or (what may be called) rhetorical or sophistical, it 



may serve the purpose of encouraging those who are already convinced, though scarcely without doing 
mischief to them, but certainly it will offend and alienate the more acute and sensible; while those who 
are in doubt, and who desire some real and substantial ground for their faith, will not bear to be put off 
with such shadows. Thus, for instance, to meet the RomanistsE charge against us of scepticism, because 
we do not believe this or that portion of their doctrine, an argument has been sustained by Protestants, 
in proof of the scepticism of the Roman system. Who does not see that Romanism erring on the whole 
in superstition not in unbelief, this is an unreal argument, which will but offend doubting and distressed 
minds, as if they were played with; however plausibly and successfully it might be sustained in a trial of 
strength, and whatever justice there really may be in it? Nor is it becoming, over and above its 
inexpediency, to dispute for victory not for truth, and to be careless of the manner in which we urge 
conclusions, however sound and important. Again, when it is said that the saints cannot hear our 
prayers, unless God reveal them to them; so that Almighty God, upon the Roman theory, conveys from 
us to them those requests which they are to ask back again of Him for us, we are certainly using an 
unreal, because an unscriptural argument; Moses on the Mount having the sin of his people first 
revealed to him by God, that he in turn might intercede with God for them. Indeed, it is through Him "in 
whom we live, and move, and have our being," that we are able in this life to hear the requests of each 
other, and to present them to Him in prayer. Such an argument then, while shocking and profane to the 
feelings of a Romanist, is shallow even in the judgment of a philosopher. Here may be mentioned the 
warrantable application of texts, such as that of John v. 39. "Search the Scriptures," in disproof of the 
Roman doctrine that the Apostles have handed down some necessary truths by Catholic Tradition; or 
again, Eccles. xi. 3. "If the tree fall towards the south, or towards the north, in the place where the tree 
falleth, there it shall be," a palmary objection to Purgatory. 

The arguments, then, which we use, must be such as are likely to convince serious and earnest minds, 
which are really seeking for the truth, not amusing themselves with intellectual combats, or desiring to 
support an existing opinion any how. However popular these latter methods may be, of however long 
standing, however easy both to find and to use, they are a scandal; and, while they lower our religious 
standard from the first, they are sure of hurting our cause in the end. But again, our arguments must not 
only be true and practical, they must avoid being abstract arguments and on abstract points. For 
instance, it will do us little good with the common run of men, in the question of the PopeEs power, to 
draw the distinction, true though it is, between his primacy in honour and authority, and his sovereignty 
or his universal jurisdiction. The force of the distinction is not here questioned, but it will be 
unintelligible to minds unpractised in ecclesiastical history. Either the Bishop of Rome has really a claim 
upon our deference, or he has not; so it will be urged; and our safe argument at the present day will lie 
in waiving the question altogether, and saying that, even if he has, according to the primitive rule, ever 
so much authority, (and that he has some, e. g. the precedence of other bishops, need not be denied,) 
that it is in matter of fact altogether suspended, and under abeyance, while he upholds a corrupt system 
against which it is our duty to protest. At present all will see he ought to have no "jurisdiction, power, 
superiority, preeminence, or authority, within this realm." It will be time enough to settle his legitimate 
claims, and make distinctions, when he removes all existing impediments to our acknowledging him; it 
will be time enough to argue on this subject, after first deciding the other points of the controversy. 
Again, the question of the Rule of Faith is an abstract one to men in general, till the progress of the 
controversy opens its bearings upon them. True, the intelligible argument of ultra-Protestantism may be 
taken, and we may say, "The Bible, and nothing but the Bible," but this is an unthankful rejection of 
another great gift, equally from God, such as no true Anglican can tolerate. If, on the other hand, we 
proceed to take the sounder view, that the Bible is the record of necessary truth, or of matters of faith, 
and the Church CatholicEs tradition is the interpreter of it, then we are in danger of refined and intricate 
questions, which are uninteresting and uninfluential with the many. It is not till they are made to see 



that certain notable tenets of Romanism depend solely on the Apocrypha, or on Tradition, not on 
Scripture, that they will understand why the question of the Rule of Faith is an important one. 

It has been already said that our arguments must also keep clear, as much as possible, of the subjects 
more especially sacred. This is our privilege in these latter days, if we understand it, that with all that is 
painful in our controversies, we are spared that distressing necessity which lay upon the early Church, of 
discussing questions relative to the divine nature. The doctrines of the Trinity and Incarnation, form a 
most distressing subject of discussion, for two reasons; first, as involving the direct contemplation of 
heavenly things, when one should wish to bow the head and be silent; next as leading to arguments 
about things possible and impossible with God, that is (practically) to a rationalistic line of thought. How 
He is Three and yet One, how He could become man, what were the peculiarities of that union, how He 
could be every where as God, yet locally present as man, in what sense God could be said to suffer, die, 
and rise again,Eall these questions were endured as a burden by the early Christians for our sake, who 
come after; and with the benefit of their victories over error, as if we had borne the burden and heat of 
the day, it were perverse indeed in us, to plunge into needless discussions of the same character. This 
consideration will lead us to put into the background the controversy about the Holy Eucharist, which is 
almost certain to lead to profane and rationalistic thoughts in the minds of the many, and cannot well 
be discussed in words at all, without the sacrifice of "godly fear," while it is weld nigh anticipated by the 
ancient statements, and the determinations of the Church concerning the Incarnation. It is true that 
leaned men, such as Stillingfleet, have drawn lines of distinction between the doctrine of 
transubstantiation, and that high mystery; but the question is, whether they are so level to the 
intelligence of the many, as to secure the Anglican disputant from fostering irreverence, whether in 
himself or his hearers, if he ventures on such an argument. If transubstantiation must be opposed, it is 
in another way; by showing, as may well be done, and as Stillingfleet himself has done, that, in matter of 
fact, it was not the doctrine of the early Church, but an innovation at such or such a time; a line of 
discussion which requires learning both to receive and to appreciate. 

In order to illustrate the above view, the following are selected by way of specimen of those practical 
grievances, to which Christians are subjected in the Roman Communion, and which should be put into 
the foreground in the controversy. 

1. The denial of the cup to the laity. Considering the great importance of the holy eucharist to our 
salvation, this seems a very serious consideration for those who seek to be saved. Our Lord says, "Except 
ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, ye have no life in you." If it be recriminated, as it 
sometimes is, that we think it no risk to sprinkle instead of immersing in baptism, it is obvious to answer 
that we not only do not forbid, we enjoin immersion; we only do not forbid sprinkling in the case of 
infants, and that the laity are defrauded, if defrauded, by their own fault, or the fault of the age, not the 
fault of the Church. 

2. The necessity of the priestEs intention to the validity of the Sacraments. The Church of Rome has 
determined, that a Sacrament does not confer grace unless the priest means it to do so; so that if he be 
an unbeliever, nay, if he, from malice or other cause, withholds his intention, it is not a means of 
salvation. Now, considering what the Romanists themselves will admit, the great practical corruption of 
the Church at various times,Econsidering that infidels and profligates have been in the Papal Chair, and 
in other high stations,Ewho can answer, on the Church of RomeEs own ground, that there is still 
preserved to it the Apostolical succession as conveyed in its sacrament of Orders? what individual can 
answer that he himself really receives in the consecrated wafer, even that moiety of the great Christian 
blessing which alone remains to him in the Roman Communion? We indeed, believe, (and with comfort) 
that the administration of the Sacrament is effectual in those Churches, in spite of their undermining 



their own claim to the gift. Still let it be recollected, no one can become a Romanist without believing 
that the Church he has joined has no truer certainty of possessing it than that communion which, 
probably on the very account of its uncertainty in this matter, he has deemed it right to abandon. 

3. The necessity of confession. By the council of Trent, every member of the Church must confess 
himself to a priest once a year at least. This confession extends to all mortal sins, that is, to all sins which 
either are done willingly or are of any magnitude. Without this confession, which must be accompanied 
by hearty sorrow for the things confessed, no one can be partaker of the Holy Communion. Here is a 
third obstacle in the way of our receiving the grace of the Sacraments in the Roman Church, which 
surely requires our diligent examination, before it be passed over. That there is no such impediment 
sanctioned in Scripture, is plain, yet to believe in it is a point of faith with the Romanist. The practice is 
grievous enough; but it is not enough to submit to it; you must believe that it is part of the gospel 
doctrine, or you are committing one of those mortal sins which are to be confessed; and you must 
believe, moreover, that every one who does not believe it, is excluded from the hope of salvation. But, 
not to dwell on the belief in the necessity of confession itself, consider the number of points of faith 
which the Church of Rome has set up. You must believe every one of them; if you have allowed yourself 
to doubt any one of them, you must repent of it, and confess it to the priest. If you knowingly omit any 
one such doubt you have entertained, and much more if you still cherish it, your confession is worse 
than useless; nay, such conduct is considered sacrilege, or the sin against the Holy Ghost. Further, if, 
under such circumstances, you partake of the Communion, it is a partaking of it unworthily to your 
condemnation. 

4. The unwarranted anathemas of the Roman Church is a subject to which the last head has led us. Here 
let us put aside, at present, the prejudice which has been excited in the minds of Protestants, against 
the principle itself of anathematizing, by the variety and comparative unimportance of the subjects 
upon which the Roman Church has applied it m practice. Let us consider sincerely the state of the case 
in that Church. Every Romanist is, by, the creed of his Church, in mortal sin, unless he believes every one 
else excluded from Christian salvation, who, with means of knowing, yet declines any one of those 
points which have been ruled to be points of faith. If a man for instance, who has had the means of 
instruction, doubts the ChurchEs power of granting indulgences, he is exposed, according to the 
Romanists, to eternal ruin. Now this consideration, one would think, ought to weigh with those of our 
own Church who may be half converts to the Roman; not that our own salvation is not our first concern, 
but that such cruelty as this is, such narrowing, the Scripture terms of salvation, (for no one can say this 
doctrine is found in Scripture,) is a presumption against the purity of that Church's teaching. But a 
further reflection may be added to the above. Such as have not had an opportunity of knowing the 
truth, are, it must be observed, not exposed to this condemnation. This at first sight would seem a 
comfort to those whose relations and friends have died in Protestantism. But observe, the Church of 
Rome, we know, retains the practice of praying for the dead. It will be natural for a convert from 
Protestantism, first of all, to turn his thoughts towards those dearest relations, say his parents, who 
have lived and diet in involuntary ignorance of Catholicism. He is not allowed to do so, he can only pray 
for the souls in Purgatory; none have the privilege of being in Purgatory but such as have died in the 
communion of the Roman Church, and his parents died in Protestantism. 

5. Purgatory may be mentioned as another grievous doctrine of Romanism. Here again, if Scripture, as 
interpreted by tradition, taught it, we should be bound to receive it; but, knowing as we do, that even 
St. Austin questioned the doctrine in the fifth century, we may well suspect the evidence for it. The 
doctrine is this; that a certain definite punishment is exacted by Almighty God for all sins committed 
after baptism; and that they who have not by sufferings in this life, whether trouble, penance, and the 
like, run through it, must complete it during the intermediate state in a place called Purgatory. Again, all 



who die in venial sin, that is, in sins of infirmity, such as are short of mortal, go to Purgatory also. Now 
what a light does this throw upon the death of beloved and revered friends! Instead of their "resting 
from their labours," as Scripture says, there are (ordinarily speaking) none who have not to pass a time 
of trial and purification, and, as Romanists commonly believe, in fire, or a torment analogous to fire. 
There is no one who can for himself look forward to death with hope and humble thankfulness. Tell the 
sufferer upon a sick bed that his earthly pangs are to terminate in Purgatory, what comfort can he draw 
from religion? If it be said, that it is a comfort in the case of bad men, who have begun to repent on their 
death bed; this is true, I do not deny it; still the doctrine, in accordance, be it observed, with the 
ultra-Protestantism of this age, evidently sacrifices the better part of the community to the less 
deserving. Should the foregoing reasoning seem to dwell too much on the question of comfortableness 
and uncomfortableness, not of truth, I reply, first, that I have already stated that Scripture, as 
interpreted by tradition, does not teach the doctrine; next, that I am arguing against the Romanists, who 
are accustomed to recommend their communion on the very ground of its being safer, more 
satisfactory, and more comfortable. 

6. The Invocation of Saints. Here again the practice should be considered, not the theory. Scripture 
speaks clearly and solemnly about Christ as the sole Mediator. When prayer to the Saints is 
recommended at all times and places, as ever present guardians, and their good works pleaded in GodEs 
sight, is not this such an infringement upon the plain word of God, such a violation of our allegiance to 
our only Saviour, as must needs be an insult to Him? His honour He will not give to another. Can we with 
a safe conscience do it? Should we act thus in a parallel case even with an earthly friend? Does not St. 
JohnEs example warn us against falling down before angels? Does not St. Paul warn us against a 
voluntary humility and worshipping of angels? And are not these texts indications of GodEs will, which 
ought to guide our conduct? Is it not safest not to pay them this extraordinary honour? As an illustration 
of what I mean, I will quote the blessing pronounced by the Pope on the assembled people at Easter:E 

"The holy Apostles Peter and Paul, from whom has been derived our power and authority, themselves 
intercede for us to the Lord. Amen." 

"For the prayers and righteous deeds of the blessed Mary, ever Virgin, of the blessed Michael the 
Archangel, of the blessed John the Baptist, of the holy Apostles Peter and Paul, and of all the saints, 
Almighty God have mercy upon you, and Jesus Christ absolve you from all your sins, and bring you to life 
everlasting. Amen." 

"The Almighty and merciful Lord, grant to you pardon, absolution, and remission of all your sins, time for 
true and fruitful penitence, an ever penitent heart, and amendment of life, the grace and comfort of the 
Holy Ghost and final perseverance in good works Amen." 

"And the blessing of God Almighty, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, come down upon you and 
remain with you always. Amen." 

7. The Worship of Images might here be added to these instances of grievances which Christians endure 
in the Communion of Rome, were it not that in England its rulers seem, at present, to have suspended 
the practice out of policy, though it is expressly recommended by the Council of Trent, as if an edifying 
usage. In consequence of thing decree of the Church, no one can become a Romanist, without implying 
his belief that the usage is edifying and right; and this itself is a grievance, even though the usage be in 
this or that place dispensed with. 

Such and such-like are the subjects which, it is conceived, should be brought into controversy, in 
disputing with Romanists at the present day. An equally important question remains to be discussed; viz. 



What the sources are, whence we are to gather our opinions of Popery. Here the Romanists complain of 
their opponents, that, instead of referring to the authoritative documents of their Church, Protestants 
avail themselves of any errors or excesses of individuals in it, as if the Church were responsible for acts 
and opinions which it does not enjoin. Thus the legends of relics, superstitions about images, the cruelty 
of particular prelates or kings, or the accidental fury of a populace, are unfairly imputed to the Church 
itself. Again, the profligacy of the Popes, at various periods, is made an argument against their religious 
pretensions as successors to St. Peter; whereas Caiaphas himself had the gift of prophecy, and it is, as 
they consider, a memorable and instructive circumstance, that in matter of fact, among their worst 
popes are found the instruments, in GodEs hand, of some of the most important and salutary acts of the 
Church. Accordingly they claim to be judged by their formal documents, especially by the decrees of the 
Council of Trent. 

Now here we shall find the truth to lie between the two contending parties. Candour will oblige us to 
grant that the mere acts of individuals should not be imputed to the body; certainly no member of the 
English Church can in common prudence as well as propriety do otherwise, since he is exposed to an 
immediate retort, in consequence of the errors and irregularities which have in Protestant times 
occurred among ourselves. King Henry the Vlllth, the first promoter of the Reformation, is surely no 
representative of our faith or feelings; nor Hoadly, in a later age, who was suffered to enjoy his 
episcopate for 46 years; to say nothing of the various parties and schools which have existed, and do 
exist, among us. 

So much then must be granted to the Romanists; yet not so much as they themselves desire. For though 
the acts of individuals are not the acts of the Church, yet they may be the results, and therefore 
illustrations of its principles. We cannot consent then to confine ourselves to a mere reference to the 
text of the Tridentine decrees, as Romanists would have us, apart from the teaching of their doctors, 
and the practice of the Church, which are surely the legitimate comment upon them. The case stands as 
follows. A certain system of teaching and practice has existed in the churches of the Roman communion 
for many centuries; this system was discriminated and fixed in all its outlines at the Council of Trent. It is 
therefore not unnatural, or rather it is the procedure we adopt m any historical research, to take the 
general opinions and conduct of the Church in elucidation of their Synodal decrees; just as we take the 
tradition of the Church Catholic and Apostolic as the legitimate interpreter of Scripture, or of the 
ApostlesE Creed. On the other hand, it is as natural that these decrees, being necessarily concise and 
guarded, should be much less objectionable than the actual system they represent. It is not wonderful 
then, yet it is reasonable, that Romanists should protest against our going beyond these decrees in 
adducing evidence of their ChurchEs doctrine, on the ground that nothing more than an assent to them 
is requisite for communion with her: e. g. the Creed of Pope Pius, which is framed upon the Tridentine 
decrees, and is the Roman Creed of Communion, only says "I firmly hold there is a Purgatory, and that 
souls therein detained are aided by the prayers of the faithful," nothing being said of its being a place of 
punishment, nothing, or all but nothing, which does not admit of being explained of merely an 
intermediate state. 

Now supposing we found ourselves in the Roman Communion, of course it would be a great relief to 
find that we were not bound to believe more than this vague statement, nor should we (I conceive) on 
account of the received interpretation about Purgatory superadded to it, be obliged to leave our Church. 
But it is another matter entirely, whether we who are external to that Church, are not bound to consider 
it as one whole system, written and unwritten, defined indeed and adjusted by general statements, but 
not limited to them or coincident with them. 

The conduct of the Catholics during the troubles of Arianism affords us a parallel case, and a direction in 



this question. The Arian Creeds were often quite unexceptionable, differing from the orthodox only in 
this, that they omitted the celebrated word [homoousion], and in consequence did not obviate the 
possibility of that perverse explanation of them, which in fact their framers adopted. Why then did the 
Catholics refuse to subscribe them? Why did they rather submit to banishment from one end of the 
Roman world to the other? Why did they become confessors and martyrs? The answer is ready. They 
interpreted the language of the creeds by the professed opinions of their framers. They would not allow 
error to be introduced into the Church by an artifice. On the other hand, when at Ariminum they were 
seduced into a subscription of one of these creeds, though unobjectionable in its wording, their 
opponents instantly triumphed, and circulated the news that the Catholic world had come over to their 
opinion. It may be added that, in consequence, ever since that era, phrases have been banished from 
the language of theology which heretofore had been innocently used by orthodox teachers. 

Apply this to the case of Romanism. We are not indeed allowed to take at random the accidental 
doctrine or practice of this or that age, as an explanation of the decrees of the Latin Church; but when 
we see clearly that certain of these decrees have a natural tendency to produce certain evils, when we 
see those evils actually existing far and wide in that Church, in different nations and ages, existing 
especially where the system is allowed to act most freely, and only absent where external checks are 
present, sanctioned moreover by its celebrated teachers and expositors, and advocated by its 
controversialists with the tacit consent of the whole body, under such circumstances surely it is not 
unfair to consider our case parallel to that of the Catholics during the ascendancy of Arianism. Surely it is 
not unfair in such a case to interpret the formal document of belief by the realized form of it in the 
Church, and to apprehend that, did we express our assent to the creed of Pope Pius, we should find 
ourselves bound hand and foot, as the fathers at Ariminum, to the corruptions of those who profess it. 

To take the instances of the Adoration of Images and the invocation of Saints. The Tridentine Decree 
declares that it is good and useful suppliantly to invoke the Saints, and that the Images of Christ, and the 
Blessed Virgin and the other Saints should "receive due honour and veneration;" words, which 
themselves go to the very verge of what could be received by the cautious Christian, though possibly 
admitting of a honest interpretation. Now we know in matter of fact that in various parts of the Roman 
Church, a worship approaching to idolatrous is actually paid to Saints and Images, in countries very 
different from each other, as for instance, Italy and the Netherlands, and has been countenanced by 
eminent men and doctors, and that, without any serious or successful protest from any quarter: further 
that, though there may be countries where no scandal of the kind exists, yet these are such as have, in 
their neighbourhood to Protestantism, a practical restraint upon the natural tendency of their system. 

Moreover, the silence which has been observed, age after age, by the Roman Church, as regards these 
excesses, is a point deserving of serious attention;0for two reasons: first, because of the very solemn 
warnings pronounced by our Lord and His Apostle, against those who introduce scandals into the 
Church, warnings which seem almost prophetic of such as exist in the Latin branches of it. Next it must 
be considered that the Roman Church has had the power to denounce and extirpate them. Not to 
mention its use of its Apostolical powers in other matters, it has had the civil power at its command, as 
it has shown in the case of errors which less called for its interference; all of which shows it has not felt 
sensitively on the subject of this particular evil. 

This may be suitably illustrated by an example. Wake, in his controversy on the subject of BossuetEs 
Exposition, observes that a Jesuit named Crasset, had published an account of the worship due to the 
Virgin Mary, quite opposed to that which Bossuet had expounded as the doctrine of the Roman Church. 
Bossuet replies, "I have not read the book, but neither did I ever hear it mentioned there was any thing 
in it contrary to mine, and that Father would be much troubled I should think there was." Wake, in 



answer, expresses his great surprise that Bossuet should not have heard any mention of a fact so 
notorious. 

Bossuet replies, "I still continue to say that I have never read Father CrassetEs book which they bring 
against me." "I will only add here," he continues, "that Father Crasset himself troubled and offended 
that any one should report his doctrine to be different from mine, has made complaints to me; and in 
preface to the second edition of his book, has declared, that he varied in nothing from me, unless 
perhaps in the manner of expression; which, whether it be so or no, I leave them to examine, who will 
please to give themselves the trouble." Bossuet is known as the special champion of a more moderate 
exposition of the doctrines of Romanism than that which has generally been put upon them. Now he 
either did agree with the Jesuit or he did not. If he did, not a word more need be said against the Roman 
doctrine, as will appear when I proceed to quote his words; if he did not, let the reader judge of the 
peculiar sensitiveness of a faith, (as illustrated in a prelate, who for his high qualities is a very fair 
representative of his Church,) which can anathematize a denial of Purgatory, or a disapproval of the 
Invocation of Saints, yet can pass sub silentio a class of blasphemies, of which the following extracts are 
an instance. 

It must be first observed that Father CrassetEs book is an answer to a Cologne tract entitled, "Salutary 
Advertisements of the Blessed Virgin to her indiscreet Adorers;" which is said, by Wake, truly, or not, 
(for this is nothing to the purpose,) to agree with Bossuet in its exposition of doctrine. This tract was 
sent into the world with the approbation of the Suffragan Bishop of Cologne, of the Vicar-general, the 
Censure of Ghent, the Canons and Divines of Mechlin, the University of Louvain, and the Bishop of 
Toumay. Father CrassetEs answer was printed at Paris, licensed by the Provincial, approved by three 
fathers of the JesuitsE body appointed to examine it, and authorized by the King. I mention these 
circumstances to show that this controversy was not conducted in a corner; to which I may add that, 
according to Crasset, learned men of various nations had also written against the Tract, that the Holy 
See had condemned the author, and that Spain had prohibited him and his work from its dominions. We 
have nothing to do with the doctrine of this Tract, good or bad, but let us see hat this CrassetEs doctrine 
is on the other hand, thus put forth by the Jesuits in a notorious controversy, and accepted on hearsay 
by Bossuet, wish a studious abstinence from the sight of it after the matter of it had been brought 
before him. 

"Whether a Christian that is devout towards the blessed Virgin can be damned? Answer. The servants of 
the blessed Virgin have an assurance, morally infallible, that they shall be saved. 

"Whether God ever refuses anything to the blessed Virgin? Answer. 1. The Prayers of a Mother so 
humble and respectful are esteemed a command by a Son so sweet and so obedient. 2. Being truly our 
SaviourEs mother, as well in heaven as she rag on earth, she still retains a kind of natural authority over 
His person, over His goods, and over His omnipotence; so that, as Albertus Magnus says, she can not 
only entreat Flim for the salvation of her servants, but by her motherly authority can command him; and 
as another expresses it, the power of the Mother and of the Son is all one, she being by her omnipotent 
Son made herself omnipotent. 

"Whether the blessed Virgin has ever fetched any out of hell? Answer. 1. As to purgatory, it is certain 
that the Virgin has brought several souls from thence, as well as refreshed them whilst they were there. 
2. It is certain she fetched many out of hell: i. e. from a state of damnation before they were dead 3. The 
Virgin can, and has fetched men that were dead in mortal sin out of hell, by restoring them to life again, 
that they might repent. 




"The practice of devotion towards her. 1. To wear her scapulary; which whoso does shall not be 
damned, hut this habit shall be for them a mark of salvation, a safeguard in dangers, and a sign of peace 
and eternal alliance. 

"They that wear this habit, shall be moreover delivered out of Purgatory the Saturday after their death. 
2. To enter her congregation. And if any man be minded to save himself, it is impossible for him to find 
out any more advantageous means, than to enrol himself into these companies. 3. To devote oneself 
more immediately to her service, &c. &c. 

"Woe unto the world because of offences! for it must needs be that offences come, but woe to that 
man by whom the offence cometh! Wherefore if thy hand or thy foot offend thee, cut them off and cast 
them from thee: it is better for thee to enter into life halt or maimed, rather than having two hands or 
two feet to be cast into everlasting fire. And if thine eye offend thee pluck it out, and cast it from thee: it 
is better for thee to enter into life with one eye, rather than having two eyes, to be cast into hell fire." 

BossuetEs name has been mentioned in evidence of the really existing connection between the decrees 
of Trent and the popular opinions and practices in the Roman Church, as regards the matters they treat 
of. But the labours of that celebrated divine in the cause of his Church introduce us to very varied and 
extensive illustrations of another remark which has been incidentally made in the course of our 
discussion. 

It was observed that the legitimate meaning of the Tridentine decrees might be fairly ascertained by 
comparing together those of the Latin Churches, where the system was allowed to operate freely, and 
those in which the presence of Protestantism acted as a check upon it. This has been remarkably 
exemplified in the history of the controversy during the last one hundred and fifty years, that is, since 
the time of Bossuet, who seems to have been nearly the first who put on the Tridentine decrees a 
meaning more consonant with Primitive Christianity, distinguishing between the doctrines of the 
Church, and of the Schools. This new interpretation has been widely adopted by the Romanists, and, as 
far as our own islands are concerned, may be considered to be the received version of their creed; and 
one should rejoice in any appearance of amelioration in their system, were not the present state of Italy 
and Spain, where no check exists, an evidence what that system still is, and that, in course of time, it 
would, in all probability, be among ourselves, did an universal reception of it put an end to the restraint 
which controversy at present imposes on them. 

BossuetEs Exposition, which contains the modified doctrine above spoken of, was looked at with great 
suspicion at Rome, on its first appearance, and was with difficulty acknowledged by the Pope. It is said 
to have been written originally with the purpose of satisfying Marshal Turenne, who became, in 
consequence, a convert to Romanism. It was circulated in manuscript several years, and was considered 
to be of so liberal a complexion, according to the doctrine of that day, as to scandalize persons of his 
own communion, and to lead Protestants to doubt whether the author dare ever own it. In the year 
1671, it was, with considerable alterations, committed to the Press with the formal approbation of the 
Archbishop of Rheims and nine other Bishops, but on objections being urged against it by the Sorbonne 
the press was stopped, and not till after various alterations was it resumed, with the suppression of the 
copies which had already been struck off. It is affirmed by Wake without contradiction (I believe) from 
his opponents, that even with these corrections it was of so novel an appearance to the Romanists of 
that day, that an answer from one of BossuetEs own communion was written to it, before the 
Protestants began to move, though the publication was suppressed. The Roman See at last accorded its 
approbation, but not before the conversions which it effected had recommended it to its favour. 



It may be instructive to specify some instances of this change of doctrine, or of interpretation of 
doctrine, (if it must so be called,) which Bossuet is accused of introducing. 

1. In the private impression of his Exposition, as the suppressed portion of the edition may be called, 
Bossuet says, 

"Furthermore, there is nothing so unjust as to accuse the Church of placing all her piety in these 
devotions to the Saints; since on the contrary she lays no obligation at all on particular persons to join in 

this practice.By which it appears clearly that the Church condemns only those, who refuse it out of 

contempt, or by a spirit of dissension and revolt." 

In the second or published edition, the words printed in italics were omitted, the first clause altogether, 
and the second with the substitution of "out of disrespect or error." 

2. Again, in the private impression he had said, 

"So that it (the Mass) may very reasonably be called a sacrifice." 

He raised his doctrine in the second as follows; 

"So that there is nothing wanting to it to make it a true sacrifice." 

In giving these instances, I am far from insinuating that there is any unfairness in such alterations. 
Earnestly desiring the conversion of Protestants, Bossuet did but attempt to place the doctrines of his 
Church in the light most acceptable to them. But they seem to show thus much: first that he was 
engaged in a novel experiment, which circumstances rendered necessary, and was trying how far he 
might safely go; secondly that he did not carry with him the body of the Gallican divines. In other words, 
we have no security that this new form of Romanism is more stable than one of the many forms of 
Protestantism which rise and fall around us in our own country, which are matters of opinion, and 
depend upon individuals. 

3. But again, after all the care bestowed on his work, Bossuet says in his exposition as ultimately 
published: 

When the Church pays an honour to the Image of an Apostle or Martyr, the intention is not so much to 
honour the image, as to honour the apostle or martyr in the presence of the image.... Nor do we 
attribute to them any other virtue but that of exciting in us the remembrance of those they represent, p. 
8. 

To this his Vindicator adds, 

The use we make of images or pictures is purely as representatives, or memorative signs, which call the 
originals to our remembrance, p. 35. 

Now with these passages contrast the words of Bellarmine, who, if any one, might be supposed a 
trustworthy interpreter of the Roman doctrine. 

"The images of Christ and of the saints are to be venerated not only by accident and improperly, but 
properly and by themselves, so that they themselves are the end of the veneration [ut ipsae terminent 
venerationem] as considered in themselves, and not only as they are copies." De Imagin. lib. ii. c. 21. 


Again, in the Pontifical we are instructed that to the wood of the Cross "divine worship (latria) is due;" 




and that saving virtues for soul and body proceed from it; which surely agrees with the doctrine of 
Bellarmine as contained in the above extract, not with that of Bossuet. 

4. The Vindicator of Bossuet speaks of the Mass to the following effect: 

"The council tells us it was instituted only to represent that which was accomplished on the Cross, to 
perpetuate the memory of it to the end of the world, and apply to us the saving virtue of it, for those 

sins which we commit every day .When we say that Christ is offered in the Mass, we do not 

understand the word offer in the strictest sense, but as we are said to offer to God what we present 
before him. And thus the Church does not doubt to say, that she offers up our Blessed Jesus to His 
Father in the Eucharist, in which He vouchsafes to render Himself present before Him." 

But the Tridentine Fathers say in their Canons that, 

"the Mass is a true and proper sacrifice; a sacrifice not only commemoratory of that of the Cross, but 
also truly and properly propitiatory for the dead and the living." 

And Bellarmine says, 

"A true and real sacrifice requires a true and real death or destruction of the thing sacrificed." De Missa 
lib. i. c. 27. 

And then he proceeds to show how this condition of the notion of a sacrifice is variously fulfilled in the 
Mass. 

Leaving Bossuet, let us now turn to the history of the controversy in our own country, whether in former 
or recent times; and here I avail myself of an article of a late lamented Prelate of our Church, in a 
periodical work ten years since. As to the particular instances adduced, it must be recollected that they 
are not dwelt on as a sufficient evidence by themselves of that difference of view between members of 
the Roman Church at various times and places, which is under consideration, but as mere illustrations of 
what is presumed to be an historical fact. 

The following extract from Dr. DoyleEs Evidence before the Committee of the House of Commons on the 
subject of the Roman Catholic doctrines: 

"The Committee find, in a treatise called 0A Vindication of the Roman Catholics,® the following curse; 
ECursed is every goddess worshipper, that believes the Virgin Mary to be any more than a creature, that 
honours her, worships her, or puts his trust in her more than in God; that honours her above her Son, or 
believes that she can in any way command Him.® Is that acknowledged? Ans. That is acknowledged; and 
every Roman Catholic in the world would say with Gother, accursed be such person." 

Such is the received Romanism of the English Papists at this day; and accordingly Dr. Challoner has 
translated the famous words in the office of the blessed Virgin: 

"Monstra te esse Matrem Sumat per te preces," by "Exert the Mother's care, And us thy children 
own, To Him convey our prayer, &c." 

On the other hand consider the following passage in the controversy between Jewell and Harding. Jewell 
accused the Roman Church with teaching that the blessed Virgin could command her Son. Harding 
replies as follows. 




"If now any spiritual man, such as St. Bernard was, deeply considering the great honour and dignity of 
ChristEs mother, do in excess of mind, spiritually sport with her, bidding her to remember that she is a 
Mother, and that thereby she has a certain right to command her Son, and require, in a most sweet 
manner; that she use her right; is this either impiously or impudently spoken? Is not he, rather, most 
impious and impudent that findeth fault therewith?" 

Again, we find in Peter Damiani, a celebrated divine of the eleventh century, the following words: 

"She approaches to that golden tribunal of divine Majesty, not asking, but commanding, not a handmaid 
but a Mistress." 

Albertus Magnus in like manner, 

"Mary prays as a daughter, requests as a sister, commands as a mother." 

Another writer says, 

"The blessed Virgin, for the salvation of her supplicants, can not only supplicate her Son, as other saints 
do, but also by her maternal authority command her Son. Therefore the Church prays, "Monstra te esse 
Matrem;" as if saying to the Virgin, Supplicate for us after the manner of a command, and with a 
motherEs authority." 

After these instances the article from which I cite asks, not unreasonably, "Upon whom does the 
anathema of Gother fall?" 

Another instance of this unsteady, and (if it may so be called) untrustworthy conduct of the Roman 
Church, occurs in respect to their doctrine of Repentance; which is well pointed out by a recent writer in 
the British Magazine. His account is as follows. 

"The Romish tenet most pregnant with moral mischief is, probably, that which promises salvation to 

mere Attrition, [i.e. sorrow for sin arising from a view of its turpitude, or fear of punishment].Now it 

should be generally known that a Romish divine pressed in argument is very likely to pronounce 
salvability from Attrition only, as nothing more than a Scholastic doctrine, to which his Church does not 
stand committed. He might be reminded of the Trentine Catechism, which declares real Contrition, [i. e. 
hearty sorrow for sin proceeding immediately from the love of God above all things, and joined with a 
firm purpose of amendment,] to be found in very few; and hence deduces the necessity of an easier way 
for the salvation of men in general. His answer would be, that the Catechism is not a decree of the 
Council, and, therefore, not like one binding as an article of faith. It is indeed true, that the Council here 
has spoken more vaguely and guardedly than the Catechism. Pallavicino represents the Trentine Fathers 
accordingly as intending merely to condemn an opinion of their adversaries, which branded the fear of 

punishment with baseness.However a nice scrutiny may dispose of this doctrine, it is in fact broadly 

asserted in the manual drawn up for instructing ordinary clergymen, under authority of the Trentine 
Council, though not completed till that body was dissolved. This manual too was promulged under papal 
sanction, expressly conferred upon the Roman see for that very purpose by the Council. The 
Catechismus ad Parochos has been accordingly ever since, what it was intended to be, a text book for 
the Romish clergy .... Nor is it doubtful that it speaks the feeling and intention of this council upon the 
question of Attrition; only the Trentine fathers here knew themselves to be on treacherous ground, and 
therefore they discreetly left a vague outline which might be filled up by better, because less 
responsible hands." 





The following are farther illustrations of the distinction observed in the Roman Church between Catholic 
verities and the opinions of the schools. In presenting them to the reader, I have no purpose of denying 
that there is a distinction really, and that it may properly be insisted on, but I deny it exists in the 
particular cases, in which what is professed to be but an opinion, is more or less the genuine practical 
meaning of the Tridentine decrees. 

"It is de fide to believe that there is a purgatory; it is not de fide to believe that the fire of purgatory is 
true and proper, or of the same species as the material element,Eor that it is in this or that place, or that 
it lasts for this or that period. It is de fide that the saints may well and profitably be invoked; it is not de 
fide that they hear our prayers, though it be certain and true. It is de fide that the relics of the saints 
should be venerated; it is not de fide that these or those relics are genuine. It is de fide that man is 
justified by inherent righteousness; it is not de fide that justifying righteousness is a habit or quality." 

Enough, perhaps, has nor been said on the mode in which it is expedient at the present day to carry on 
the controversy with Romanism,Ewhich of its doctrines are to be selected for attack, what authorities 
are to be used in ascertaining them, and what arguments are to be employed against them. Some 
remarks shall be added before concluding, as to the best mode of conducting the defence of our own 
Church. 

Let it be observed that, in our argument with the Romanists, we might, if needful, be very liberal in our 
confessions about ourselves, without at all embarrassing our position in consequence. While we are able 
to maintain the claim of our clergy to the ministration of the Sacraments, and our freedom from any 
deadly heresy, we have nothing to fear from any historical disclosures which the envy of adversaries 
might contrive against our Church, or from any external appearances which it may present at this day to 
the superficial observer. Whatever may be the past mistakes of individual members of it, or the tyranny 
of aliens over it, or its accidental connexion with Protestant persuasions, still these hinder not its having 
"the ministration of the Word and Sacraments;" and having them, it has sufficient claims on our filial 
devotion and love. This being understood then, the following remarks are made with a view of showing 
how far, if necessary, we may safely go in our admissions. 

1. We may grant in the argument that the English Church has committed mistakes in the practical 
working of its system; nay is incomplete even in its formal doctrine and discipline. We require no enemy 
to show us the probability of this, seeing that her own Article expressly states that the primitive 
Churches of Antioch and Alexandria, as well as that of Rome, have erred, "not only in their living and 
manner of ceremonies, but also in matters of faith." Much more is a Church exposed to imperfection, 
which embraces but a narrow portion of the Catholic territory, has been at the distance of 1500 to 1800 
years from the pure fountains of tradition, and is surrounded by political influences of a highly malignant 
character. 

2. Again, the remark may seem paradoxical at first sight, yet surely it is just, that the English Church is 
for certain deficient in particulars, because it does not profess itself infallible. I mean as follows. Every 
thoughtful mind must at times have been beset by the following doubt: "How is it that the particular 
Christian body to which I belong happens to be the right one? I hear every one about me saying his own 
society is alone right, and others wrong: is not every one as much justified in saying so as every one 
else? is not any one as much justified as I am? In other words, the truth is surely no where to be found 
pure, unadulterate and entire, but is shared through the world, each Christian body having a portion of 
it, none the whole of it." A certain liberalism is commonly the fruit of this perplexity. Men are led on to 
gratify the pride of human nature, by standing aloof from all systems, forming a truth for themselves 
and countenancing this or that denomination of Christians according as each maintains portions of that 



which they have already assumed to be the truth. Now the primitive Church answered this question, by 
appealing to the simple fact that all the Apostolic Churches all over the world did agree together. True 
there were sects in every country, but they bore their own refutation on their forehead, in that they 
were of recent origin; but all those societies in every count, which the Apostles had founded, did agree 
together in one, and no time short of the Apostles® could be assigned, with any show of argument, for 
the use of their existing doctrine. This doctrine in which they agreed was accordingly called Catholic 
truth, and there was plainly no room at all for asking, "Why should my own Church be more true than 
another®s?"®But at this day, it seed not be said, such an evidence is lost, except as regards the articles 
of the Creeds. It is a very great mercy that the Church Catholic over the world, as descended from the 
Apostles, does at this day speak one and the same doctrine about the Trinity and Incarnation, as it has 
always spoken it, excepting in one single point, which rather probat regulam than interferes with it, viz. 
as to the procession of the Holy Ghost from the Son. With this solitary exception, we have the certainty 
of possessing the entire truth as regards the high theological doctrines, by an argument which 
supersedes the necessity of arguing from Scripture against those who oppose them. It is quite 
impossible that all countries should have agreed to that which was not Apostolic. They are a number of 
concordant witnesses to certain definite truths, and while their testimony is one and the same from the 
very first moment they publicly utter it, so on the other hand, if there be bodies which speak otherwise, 
we can show historically that they rose later than the Apostles. This majestic evidence, however, does 
not extend to any but to the articles of the Creed, especially those relating to the Trinity and 
Incarnation. The primitive Church was never called upon, whether in Council or by its divines, to 
pronounce upon other points of faith, and the later Church has differed about them; especially about 
those on which the contest turns between Romanism and ourselves. Here neither Rome nor England 
can in the same sense appeal to Catholic testimony; and, this being the case, a member of the one or 
the other Church might fairly have the antecedent scruple rise in his mind, why his own communion 
should have the whole truth, why on the contrary the rival communion should not have a share of it, 
and the truth itself lie midway between them. This is the question of a philosophical mind, and the 
Church of Rome meets it with a theory, perfectly satisfactory, provided only it be established as a fact, 
viz. the theory of infallibility. The actual promise made, as they contend, to St. PeterEs chair as the 
centre of unity, would undoubtedly account for truth being wholly in the Roman Communion, not in the 
English, and solve the antecedent perplexity in question. But the English Church, taking no such high 
ground as this, certainly is open to the force, such as it is, of the objection, or (as it was just now 
expressed) on the prima facie view of the case is unlikely to have embraced the whole counsel of GOD, 
because she does not assume infallibility; and consequently no surprise or distress should be felt by her 
dutiful sons, should that turn out to be the fact, which her own principles, rightly understood, would 
lead them to anticipate. At the same time it must carefully be remembered, that this admission involves 
no doubt or scepticism as regards the more sacred subjects of theology, of which the Creed is the 
summary; these having been witnessed from the first by the whole Church,®being witnessed too at this 
moment, in spite of later corruptions, both by the Latin and Greek Communions. 

A consideration has been suggested in the last paragraph on which much might be said on a fitting 
occasion; it is (what may be called) a great Canon of the Gospel, that Purity of faith depends on the 
Sacramentum Unitatis. Unity is the whole body of the Church, as it is the divinely blessed symbol and 
pledge of the true faith, so also it is the obvious means (even humanly speaking) of securing it. The 
Sacramentum was first infringed during the quarrels of the Greeks and Latins; it was shattered in that 
great schism of the sixteenth century which issued in some parts of Europe in the Reformation, in others 
in the Tridentine Decrees, our own Church keeping the nearest of any to the complete truth. Since that 
era at least, Truth has not dwelt amply and securely in any visible Tabernacle. This view of the subject 
will illustrate for us the last words of Bishop Ken contained in his will:®"As for my religion, I die in the 



Holy Catholic and Apostolic faith, professed by the whole Church before the disunion of East and West; 
more particularly I die in the communion of the Church of England, as it stands distinguished from all 
Papal and Puritan innovations, and as it adheres to the doctrine of the Cross." 

3. Another antecedent ground for anticipating wants and imperfections in the English Church lies in the 
circumstances under which the reformation of its doctrine and worship was effected. It is now 
universally admitted as an axiom in ecclesiastical and political matters that sudden and violent changes 
must be injurious; and though our own revolution of opinion and practice was happily slower and more 
carefully considered than those of our neighbours, yet it was too much influenced by secular interests, 
sudden external events, and the will of individuals, to carry with it any vouchers for the perfection and 
entireness of the religious system thence emerging. The proceedings for instance of 1536, remind us at 
once of the dangers to which the Church was exposed, and of its providential deliverance from the 
worst part of them: the articles then framed being, according to Burnet, "in several places corrected and 
tempered by the kingEs" (HenryEs) "own hand." Again, the precise structure of our present liturgy, so 
primitive and edifying in its matter, is confessedly owing to the successive and counteracting influences 
exerted on it, among others, by Bucer and Queen Elizabeth. The Church did not make the circumstances 
under which it found itself, and therefore is free from the responsibility of imperfections to which these 
gave rise. These imperfections followed in two ways. First, the hurry and confusion of the times led, as 
has been said, to a settlement of religion incomplete and defective: secondly, the people, not duly 
apprehending even what was soundly propounded as being new to them, and unable to digest healthy 
food after long desuetude, gave a false meaning to it, went into opposite extremes, and fashioned into 
unseemly habits and practices those principles which in themselves conveyed a wholesome and edifying 
doctrine. These considerations cannot fairly be taken in disparagement of the celebrated men who were 
the instruments of Providence in the work, and who doubtless felt far more keenly than is here 
expressed the perplexities of their situation; but they will serve perhaps to reconcile our minds to our 
circumstances in these latter ages of the Church, and will cherish in us a sobriety of mind, salutary in 
itself, and calculated more than any thing else to arm us against the arguments of Rome, and to turn in 
affection and sympathy towards the afflicted Church, which has been the "Mother of our new-birth." 
They will but lead us to confess that she is in a measure in that position which we fully ascribe to her 
Latin sister, in captivity; and they will make us understand and duly use the prayers of our wisest doctors 
and rulers, such as Bishop Andrews, that God would please to "look down upon His holy Catholic and 
Apostolic Church, in her captivity; to visit her once more with His salvation, and to bring her out to serve 
Him in the beauty of holiness." 

4. A further antecedent reason for anticipating practical imperfections in the Anglican system, (and to 
those mainly allusion is here made), arises from the circumstance that our Articles, so far as distinct 
from the ancient creeds, are scarcely more than protests against specific existing errors of the 16th 
century, and neither are nor profess to be a system of doctrine. It is not unnatural however that they 
should have practically superseded that previous Catholic teaching altogether, which they were but 
modifying in part, and, though but corrections, should be mistaken for the system corrected. 

These reasonings prepare us to acquiesce in much of plausible objection being admissible against our 
Church, even in the judgment of those who love and defend it. When, however, we proceed to examine 
what its defects really are, we shall find them to differ from those of Rome in this all-important respect, 
which indeed has already been in pat hinted, that they are but omissions. Rome maintains positive 
errors, and that under the sanction of an anathema; but nothing call be pointed out in the English 
Church which is not true; as far as it goes, and even when it opposes Rome, with a truly Apostolical 
toleration, it utters no ban or condemnation against its adherents. On the other hand the omissions, 
such as they are, or rather obscurities of Anglican doctrine, may be supplied for the most part by each of 



us for himself, and thus do not interfere with the perfect development of the Christian temper in the 
hearts of individuals, which is the charge fairly adducible against Romanism. Such for instance is the 
phraseology used in speaking of the Holy Eucharist, which though on the whole protected safe through a 
dangerous time by the cautious Ridley, yet in one or two places was clouded by the interpolations of 
Bucer, through an anxiety in some quarters to unite all the reformed Churches under episcopal 
government against Rome. And such is the omission of any direct safeguard in the Articles, against 
disbelief of the doctrine of the Apostolical Succession. 

And again, for specimens of the perverse reception by the nation, as above alluded to, of what was 
piously intended, I would refer to the popular sense put upon the eleventh article, which, though clearly 
and soundly explained in the Homily on Justification or Salvation, has been taken to countenance the 
wildest Antinomian doctrine, and is now so associated in the minds of many with this wrong 
interpretation, as to render almost hopeless the recovery of the true meaning. 

And such again is the mischievous error, in which the Church in her formal documents certainly has no 
share, that we are but one among many Protestant bodies, and that the differences between 
Protestants are of little consequence; whereas the English Church, as such, is not Protestant, only 
politically, that is, externally, or so far as it has been made an establishment, and subjected to national 
and foreign influences. It claims to be merely Reformed, not Protestant, and it repudiates any fellowship 
with the mixed multitude which crowd together, whether at home or abroad, under a mere political 
banner. That this is no novel doctrine, is plain from the emphatic omission of the word Protestant in all 
our Services, even in that for the fifth of November, as remodelled in the reign of King William; and 
again from the protest of the Lower House of Convocation at that date, on this very subject, which 
would have had no force, except as proceeding upon recognized usages. The circumstance here alluded 
to was as follows. In 1689 the Upper House of Convocation agreed on an address to King William, to 
thank him "for the grace and goodness expressed in his message, and the zeal shown in it for the 
Protestant Religion in general, and the Church of England in particular." To this phrase the Lower House 
objected, as importing, as Birch in his Life of Tillotson says, "their owning common union with the 
foreign Protestants." A conference between the two Houses ensued, when the Bishops supported their 
wording of the address, on the ground that the Protestant Religion was the known denomination of the 
common doctrine of such parts of the West as had separated from Rome. The Lower House proposed, 
with other alterations of the passage, the words "Protestant Churches," for "Protestant Religion," being 
unwilling to acknowledge religion as separate from the Church. The Upper House in turn amended 
thus,0"the interest of the Protestant Religion in this and all other Protestant Churches;" but the Lower 
House, still jealous of any diminution of the English Church by this comparison with foreign Protestants, 
persisted in their opposition, and gained at length that the address, after thanking the King for his zeal 
for the Church of England, should proceed to anticipate, that thereby "the interest of the Protestant 
Religion in" [not "this and" but] "all other Protestant Churches would be better secured." Birch adds, 
"the King well understood why this address omitted the thanks which the Bishops had recommended, 
for .... the zeal which he had shown for the Protestant Religion; and why there was no expression of 
tenderness to the Dissenters, and but a cool regard to the Protestant Churches." 

Another great practical error of members of our Church, has been their mode of defending its doctrines, 
and this has arisen, not from any direction of the Church itself, but, as it would appear, from the 
mistake, already mentioned of the specific protests contained in its Articles for that Catholic system, 
which is the rightful inheritance of it as well as other branch of the Church. We have indeed too often 
fought the Romanists on wrong grounds, and given up to them the high principles maintained by the 
early Church. We have tacitly yielded the major premise of our opponents!!] argument, when we should 
have denied the fact expressed in the minor. For instance; they have maintained that Transubstantiation 



was an Apostolical doctrine, a having been ever taught every where in the Church. We instead of 
denying this fact as regards Transubstantiation, have acted as if it mattered very little whether it were 
true or not, (whereas the principle is most true and valuable,) and have proceeded to oppose 
Transubstantiation on supposed grounds of reason. Again, we have argued for the sole Canonicity of the 
Bible to the exclusion of tradition, not on the ground that the Fathers so held it, (which would be an 
irrefragable argument,) but on some supposed internal witness of Scripture to the fact, or some abstract 
and antecedent reasons against the Canonicity of unwritten teaching. Once more, we have argued the 
unscripturalness of image worship as its only condemnation; a mode of argument, which I am very far 
indeed from pronouncing untenable, but which opens the door to a multitude of refined distinctions 
and pleas; whereas the way lay clear before us to appeal to history, to appeal to the usage of the early 
Church Catholic, to review the circumstances of the introduction of image worship, the Iconoclast 
controversy, the Council of Frankfort, and the late reception of the corruption in the West. 

So much then, on the objections which may be urged against the English Church, which relate either to 
mere omissions not positive errors, or again to faults in the practical working of the system, and are in 
these respects dissimilar from those which lie against the Church of Rome, and which relate to clear and 
direct perversions and corruptions of divine truth. Should it, however, be asked, whence our knowledge 
of the truth should be derived, since there is so much of meagreness and mistake in our more popular 
expounders of it, it may be replied, first, that the writings of the Fathers contain abundant directions 
how to ascertain it; next, that their directions are distinctly propounded and supported by our Divines of 
the seventeenth century, though little comparatively at present is known concerning those great 
authors. Nor could a more acceptable or important service be done to our Church at this present 
moment, than the publication of some systematic introduction to theology, embodying and illustrating 
the great and concordant principles and doctrines set forth by Flammond, Taylor, and their brethren 
before and after them. 

Lastly, Should it be inquired whether this admission of incompleteness in our own system does not lead 
to projects of change and reform, on the part of individuals, it must be answered plainly in the negative. 
Such an admission has but reference to the question of abstract perfection; as a practical matter, it will 
be our wisdom as individuals to enjoy what GOD0S good providence has left us, lest, striving to obtain 
more, we lose what we still possess. 

OXFORD. 

The Feast of the Circumcision. 


Tracts for the Times ARCHBISHOP USSHER ON PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD (Against Romanism No. 



2.)[Number 72] 


ADVERTISEMENT. 

ONE great unfairness practised by Roman controversialists, has been to adduce, in behalf of their own 
peculiarities, doctrines or customs of the Primitive Church, which, resembling them in appearance, are 
really of a different character. Thus because the early Fathers spoke of the Holy Communion in. such 
reverent and glowing terms, as became those who understood its real nature and virtue, they have tried 
to make it appear that they believed in their own theory of Transubstantiation. Whereas they spoke of it 
as a commemorative sacrifice, they have thence taken occasion to make it a real and proper sacrifice. 
The doctrine of ecclesiastical penances, they have converted into the theory of satisfactions to Almighty 
God for sins committed. The existence of Apostolical Tradition, in the early Church, in behalf of the 
doctrines of the Trinity, Incarnation, and the like, has been made a pretence for introducing so called 
Apostolical Traditions concerning various unfounded opinions in faith and practice. 

But in no instance is this fallacious procedure more strikingly seen than as regards their doctrine of 
Purgatory, which they defend by notions and usages in the early Church, quite foreign to the distressing 
tenet which we challenge them to prove. This is shown with great learning and ability by the celebrated 
Archbishop Ussher in his Controversy with a Jesuit. At a time like the present, when many persons are in 
doubt whether they are not driven to an alternative of either giving up the primitive Fathers or 
embracing Popery, it may be useful to reprint the chapter on this subject from UssherEs work in a 
separate form. 


OF PRAYER FOR THE DEAD. 

INTRODUCTION. 

PRAYER for the dead, as it is used in the Church of Rome, doth necessarily suppose Purgatory; and 
therefore whatsoever hath been alleged out of the Scriptures and Fathers against the one, doth stand in 
full force against the other: so that here we need not actum agere, and make a new work of 
overthrowing that which hath been sufficiently beaten down already. But on the other side, the admittal 
of Purgatory doth not necessarily infer Prayer for the dead: nay, if we shall suppose, with our 
adversaries, that Purgatory is the prison from whence none shall come out until they have paid the 
utmost farthing, their own paying, and not other menEs praying, must be the thing they are to trust 
unto, if ever they look to be delivered out of that jail. Our Romanists indeed do commonly take it for 
granted, that 

"Purgatory and Prayer for the dead be so closely linked together, that the one doth necessarily follow 
the other;" 

but in so doing they reckon without their host, and greatly mistake the matter. For howsoever they may 
deal with their own devices as they please, and link .their prayers with their Purgatory as closely as they 
list; yet shall they never be able to shew, that the Commemoration and Prayers for the dead, used by 
the ancient Church, had any relation with their Purgatory; and therefore, whatsoever they were, Popish 
prayers we; are sure they were not. I easily foresee, that the full opening of the judgment of the Fathers 
in this point will hardly stand with that brevity which intended to use in treating of these questions; the 



particulars be so many, that necessarily do incur into the handling of this argument. But I suppose the 
reader will be content rather to dispense with me in that behalf, than be sent away unsatisfied in a 
matter wherein the adversary beareth himself confident beyond measure, that the whole stream of 
antiquity runneth clearly upon his side. 

R 1. OF THE PERSONS FOR WHOM AFTER DEATH PRAYERS WERE OFFERED IN THE EARLY CHURCH. 

R 2. OF THE PRIMARY INTENTION OF PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD. 

R 3. OF THE PEACE AND CONDITION OF SOULS DEPARTED. 

R 4. OF THE OPINION OF THE HERETIC AERIUS TOUCHING PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD. 

R 5. OF THE PROFIT OF PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD TO THE PERSONS PRAYED FOR. 


R 1. Of the Persons for whom after death Prayers were offered in the early Church. 

THAT the truth, then, of things may the better appear, we are here prudently to distinguish the original 
institution of the Church from the private opinions of particular doctors, which waded further herein 
than the general intendment of the Church did give them warrant; and diligently to consider, that the 
memorials, oblations, and prayers made for the dead at the beginning, had reference to such as rested 
from their labours, and not unto any souls which were thought to be tormented in that Utopian 
purgatory, whereof there was no news stirring in those days. This may be gathered, 

First, by the practice of the ancient Christians, laid down by the author of the Commentaries upon Job, 
which are wrongly ascribed unto Origen, in this manner: 

"We observe the memorials of the saints, and devoutly keep the remembrance of our parents or friends 
which die in the faith; as well rejoicing for their refreshing, as requesting also for ourselves a godly 
consummation in the faith. Thus therefore do we celebrate the death, not the day of the birth: because 
they which die shall live for ever. And we celebrate it, calling together religious persons with the priests, 
the faithful with the clergy; inviting moreover the needy and the poor, feeding the orphans and widows, 
that our festivity may be for a memorial of rest to the souls departed, whose remembrance we 
celebrate, and to us may become a sweet savour in the sight of the eternal God." 

Secondly, by that which St. Cyprian writeth of Laurentius and Ignatius, whom he acknowledgeth to have 
received of the Lord palms and crowns for their famous martyrdom, and yet presently addeth: 

"We offer sacrifices always for them, when we celebrate the passions and days of the martyrs with an 
anniversary commemoration." 

Thirdly, by that which we read in the author of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, set out under the name of 
Dionysius the Areopagite: for where the party deceased is described by him to have departed out of this 
life, 

"replenished with divine joy, as now not fearing any change to worse," 

being come unto the end of all his labours, and to have been both privately acknowledged by his friends, 
and publicly pronounced by the ministers of the Church, to be a happy man, and to be verily admitted 
into the 

"society of the saints that have been from the beginning of the world;" 

yet doth he declare, that the Bishop made prayer for him, (upon what ground, we shall afterward hear,) 



that 


"God would forgive him all the sins that he had committed through human infirmity, and bring him into 
the light and the land of the living, into the bosoms of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, into the place from 
whence pain and sorrow and sighing flieth." 

Fourthly, by the funeral ordinances of the Church related by St. Chrysostom, which were appointed to 
admonish the living that the parties deceased were in a state of joy, and not of grief: 

"For tell me," saith he, "what do the bright lamps mean? do we not accompany them therewith as 
champions? What mean the hymns?" "Consider what thou dost sing at that time. Return, my soul, unto 
thy rest; for the Lord hath dealt bountifully with thee. And again: I will fear no evil, because thou art 
with me. Again: Thou art my refuge from the affliction that compasseth me. Consider what these Psalms 
mean." 

Fifthly, by the forms of prayers that are found in the ancient liturgies. As in that of the Churches of 
Assyria attributed unto St. Basil: 

"Be mindful, 0 Lord, of them which are dead, and are departed out of this life," and of the orthodox 
Bishops, which from Peter and James the Apostles until this day, have clearly professed the right word of 
faith; and namely, of Ignatius, Dionysis, Julius, and the rest of the saints of worthy memory. "Be mindful, 
0 Lord, of them also which have stood unto blood for religion, and by righteousness and holiness have 
fed thy holy flock." 

And in the Liturgy fathered upon the Apostles: 

"We offer unto thee, for all the saints which have pleased thee from the beginning of the world, 
patriarchs, prophets, just men, apostles martyrs, confessors, bishops, priests, deacons," &c. 

And in the Liturgies of the Churches of Egypt, which carry the title of St. Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, and 
Cyril of Alexandria: 

"Be mindful, 0 Lord, of thy saints; vouchsafe to remember all thy saints which have pleased thee from 
the beginning, our holy fathers, the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, martyrs, confessors, preachers, 
evangelists, and all the souls of the just which have died in the faith; and especially the holy, glorious, 
the evermore Virgin Mary, the Mother of God and St. John the forerunner, the Baptist and Martyr; St. 
Stephen, the first deacon and martyr; St. Mark the apostle, evangelist and martyr," &c. 

And in the Liturgy of the Church of Constantinople, ascribed to St. Chrysostom: 

"We offer unto thee this reasonable service for those who are at rest in the faith, our forefathers, 
fathers, patriarchs, prophets, and apostles, preachers, evangelists, martyrs, confessors, religious 
persons, and every spirit perfected in the faith, but especially for our most holy, immaculate, most 
blessed Lady, the Mother of God and aye Virgin Mary." 

Which kind of oblation for the saints, sounding somewhat harshly in the ears of the Latins, Leo Thuscus, 
in his translation, thought best to express it to their better liking, after this manner: 

"We offer unto thee this reasonable service for the faithfully deceased, for our fathers, and forefathers, 
the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, martyrs, confessors, and all the saints interceding" for them. 



As if the phrase of "offering for the martyrs," were not to be found in St. ChrysostomEs own works; and 
more universally 

"for the just, both the fathers, and the patriarchs, the prophets, and apostles, and evangelists, and 
martyrs, and confessors, the bishops, and such as led a solitary life, and the whole order," 

in the suffrages of the Church rehearsed by Epiphanius. Yea, and in the Western Church itself: 

"for the spirits of those that are at rest, Hilary, Athanasius, Martin, Ambrose, Augustine, Fulgentius, 
Leander, Isidorus," &c. 

as may be seen in the Muzarabical Office, used in Spain. 

Sixthly, this may be confirmed out of the funeral orations of St. Ambrose; in one whereof, touching the 
Emperor Valentinian, and his brother Gratian, thus he speaketh:E 

"Let us believe that Valentinian is ascended from the desert, that is to say, from this dry and unmanured 
(inculto) place, unto those flowery delights, where being conjoined with his brother, he enjoyeth the 
pleasure of everlasting life. Blessed are you both, if my orisons shall prevail anything, no day shall 
overslip you in silence; no oration (oratio) of mine shall pass you ever unhonoured; no night shall run by, 
wherein I will not bestow upon you some portion of my prayers. With all oblations will I frequent you." 

In another, he prayeth thus unto God 

"Give rest to thy perfect servant Theodosius, that rest which thou hast prepared for thy saints." 

And yet he had said before of him: 

"Theodosius, of honourable memory, being freed from doubtful fight, doth now enjoy everlasting light, 
and continual tranquillity; and for the things which he did in this body, he rejoiceth in the fruits of GodEs 
reward; because he loved the Lord his God, he hath obtained the society of the saints." 

And afterward also, 

"Theodosius remaineth in light, and glorieth in the company of the saints." 

In a third, he prayeth thus, for his brother Satyrus: 

"Almighty God, I now commend unto thee his harmless soul; to thee do I make my oblation; accept 
mercifully, and graciously, the office of a brother, the sacrifice of a priest:" 

although he had directly pronounced of him before, that 

"he had entered into the kingdom of heaven, because he had believed the word of God," 
and excelled in many notable virtues. 

Lastly, in one of his epistles, he comforteth Faustinus, for the death of his sister, after this manner: 

"Do not the carcases of so many half-ruined cities, and the funerals of so much land exposed under one 
view, admonish thee that the departure of one woman, although a holy and admirable one, should be 
borne with great consolation? especially, seeing they are cast down and overthrown for ever; but she 
being taken from us but for a time, doth pass a better life there. I, therefore, think that she is not so 



much to be lamented as to be followed with prayers, and am of the mind, that she is not to be made sad 
with thy tears, but rather that her soul should be commended with oblations unto the Lord." 

Thus far St. Ambrose, unto whom we may adjoin Gregory Nazianzen also; who, in the funeral oration 
that he made upon his brother Caesarius, having acknowledged that he had 

"received those honours that did befit a new created soul, which the Spirit had reformed by water," 

(for he had been but lately baptized, before his departure out of this life,) doth, notwithstanding, pray 
that the Lord will.be pleased to receive him. 

Divers instances of the like practice in the ages following, I have produced in another place; to which I 
will add some few more, to the end that the reader may, from thence, observe how long the primitive 
institution of the Church did hold up head among the tares that grew up with it, and in the end did quite 
choke and extinguish it. Our English Saxons had learned of Gregory, to pray for relief of those souls that 
were supposed to suffer pain in Purgatory; and yet the introducing of that novelty was not able to justle 
out the ancient usage of making prayers and oblations for them, which were not doubted to have been 
at rest in GodEs kingdom. And, therefore, the brethren of the Church of Hexham, in the anniversary 
commemoration of the obit of Oswald, King of Northumberland, used 

"to keep their vigils, for the health of his soul;" 

and having spent the night in praising of GOD with Psalms, 

"to offer for him, in the morning, the sacrifice of the sacred oblation," 

as Bede writeth; who telleth us yet withal, that he "reigned with GOD, in heaven," and by his prayers 
procured many miracles to be wrought on earth. So likewise both the same Bede report, that when it 
was discovered, by two several visions, that Hilda, the Abbess of Streamsheale, or Whitby, in Yorkshire, 
was carried up by the angels into heaven, they, which heard thereof, presently caused prayers to be said 
for her soul. And Osberne relateth the like of Dunstan; that being at Bath, and beholding in such another 
vision, the soul of one that had been his scholar, at Glastonbury, to be carried up into "the palace of 
heaven," he 

"straightway commended the same into the hands of the divine piety," 
and entreated the lords of the place, here he was, to do so likewise. 

Other narrations, of the same kind, may be found among them that have written of the saintsE lives; 
and particularly in the tone published by Mosander, p. 69, touching the decease of Bathildis, Queen of 
France, and p. 25, concerning the departure of Godfrey, Earl of Cappenberg, who is said there to have 
appeared unto a certain abbess, called Gerberis, and to have acquainted her, 

"that he was now, without all delay, and without all danger of any more severe trial, gone unto the 
palace of the highest King; and as the son of the immortal King, was clothed with blessed immortality." 

And the monk, that writ the legend, addeth, that she presently, thereupon 

"caused the sacrifice of the Mass to be offered for him." 


Which, how fabulous soever it may be for the matter of the vision, yet doth it strongly prove, that within 
these five-hundred years' (for no longer since is it that this is accounted to have been done,) the use of 



offering for the souls of those that were believed to be in heaven, was still retained in the Church. The 
letters of Charles the Great, unto Offa, King of Mercia, are yet extant; wherein he wisheth, that 
"intercession" should be made "for the soul of" Pope Adrian, then lately deceased 

"not having any doubt at all," saith he, "that his blessed soul is at rest: but, that we may show 
faithfulness and love unto our most dear friend. Even as St. Augustine also giveth directions, that 
intercessions ought to be made for all men of ecclesiastical piety; affirming, that to intercede for a good 
man, doth profit him that doeth it." 

Where the two ends of this kind of intercession are to be observed; the one, to show their love to their 
friend; the other, to get profit to themselves thereby, rather than to the party deceased. 

Lastly, Pope Innocent the Third, or the Second rather, being inquired of by the Bishop of Cremona, 
concerning the state of a certain priest, that died without baptism, resolveth: him out of St. Augustine, 
and St. Ambrose, that 

"because he continued in the faith of the holy mother of the Church, and the confession of the name of 
Christ, he was assoiled from original sin, and had attained the joy of the heavenly country." 

Upon which ground, at last, he maketh this conclusion; 

"Ceasing, therefore, all questions, hold the sentences of the learned Fathers; and command continual 
prayers, and sacrifices, to be offered unto GOD, in thy Church for the foresaid priest." 


G 2. On the primary intention of Prayers for the Dead. 

Now, having thus declared, unto what kind of persons the Commemorations ordained by the ancient 
Church did extend, the next thing that cometh to consideration is, what we are to conceive of the 
primary intention of those prayers, that were appointed to be made therein. And here we are to 
understand, that first, prayers of praise and thanksgiving were presented unto GOD, for the blessed 
estate that the party deceased was now entered upon: whereunto were afterwards added, prayers of 
deprecation and petition, that GOD would be pleased to forgive him his sins, to keep him from hell, and 
to place him in the kingdom of heaven. Which kind of intercessions, however at first they were well 
meant, as we shall hear, yet, in process of time, they proved an occasion of confirming men in divers 
errors; especially when they began once to be applied, not only to the good, but to evil livers also, unto 
whom, by the first institution, they never were intended. 

The term of [eucharisterios euche], a thanksgiving prayer, I borrow from the writer of the Ecclesiastical 
Hierarchy; who, in the description of the funeral observances, used of old in the Church, informeth us, 
first, that the friends of the dead 

"accounted him to be, as he was, blessed, because that, according to his wish, he had obtained a 
victorious end," and thereupon, "sent forth hymns of thanksgiving to the Author of that victory; desiring 
withal that they, themselves, might come unto the like end." 

And then that the Bishop likewise offered up a prayer of thanksgiving unto GOD, when the dead was 
afterward brought unto him, to receive, as it were, at his hands a sacred coronation. Thus at the funeral 
of Fabiola, the praising of GOD by singing of Psalms and resounding of Hallelujah, is specially mentioned 
by St. Jerome; and the general practice and intention of the Church therein is expressed and earnestly 



urged by St. Chrysostom in this manner: 


"Do not we praise GOD and give thanks unto him, for that he hath now crowned him that is departed, 
for that he hath freed him from his labours, for that quitting him from fear, he keepeth him with 
himself? Are not the hymns for this end Is not the singing of Psalms for this purpose? All these be tokens 
of rejoicing." 

Whereupon he thus presseth them that used immoderate mourning for the dead: 

"Thou sayest, Return, 0 my soul, unto thy rest, for the Lord hath dealt bountifully with thee; and dost 
thou weep? is not this a stage play? is it not mere simulation? For if thou dost indeed believe the things 
that thou sayest, thou lamentest idly; but if thou playest, and dissemblest, and thinkest these things to 
be fables, why dost thou then sing? why dost thou suffer those things that are done? Wherefore dost 
thou not drive away them that sing?" 

And in the end he concludeth somewhat prophetically, that he 

"very much feared lest by this means some grievous disease should creep in upon the Church." 

Whether the doctrine now maintained in the Church of Rome, that the children of GOD, presently after 
their departure out of this life, are cast into a lake that burneth with fire and brimstone, be not a spice 
of this disease, and whether their practice in chanting of Psalms, appointed for the expression of joy and 
thankfulness, over them whom they esteem to be tormented in so lamentable a fashion, be not a part 
of that scene and pageant at which St. Chrysostom dost so take on, I leave it unto others to judge. That 
his fear was not altogether vain, the event itself doth show. For howsoever in his days the fire of the 
Romish purgatory was not yet kindled, yet were there certain sticks then a-gathering, which ministered 
fuel afterwards unto that flame. Good St. Augustine, who was then alive, and lived three and twenty 
years after St. ChrysostomEs death, declared himself to be of this mind; that the oblations and alms 
usually offered in the Church 

"for all the dead that received baptism, were thanksgivings for such as were very good, propitiations for 
such as were not very bad; but as for such as were very evil, although they were no helps of the dead, 
yet were they some kind of consolations of the living." 

Which, although it were but a private exposition of the Church's meaning in her prayers and oblations 
for the dead, and the opinion of a doctor too that did not hold purgatory to be any article of his creed, 
yet did the Romanists in times following greedily take hold thereof, and make it the main foundation 
upon which they laid the hay and stubble of their devised Purgatory. 

A private exposition I call this; not only because it is not to be found in the writings of the former 
Fathers, but also because it suiteth not well with the general practice of the Church, which it intendeth 
to interpret. It may indeed fit in some sort that part of the Church service, wherein there was made a 
several commemoration, first of the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, and martyrs, after one manner; and 
then of the other dead, after another; which together with the conceit, that "an injury was offered to a 
martyr, by praying for him," was it that first occasioned St. Augustine to think of the former distinction. 
But in the 

"supplications for the spirits of the dead, which the Church, under a general commemoration, was 
accustomed to make for all that were deceased in the Christian and Catholic communion," 

to imagine that one and the same act of praying should be a petition for some, and for others a 



thanksgiving only, is somewhat too harsh an interpretation: especially where we find it propounded by 
way of petition, and the intention thereof directly expressed, as in the Greek Liturgy attributed to St. 
James, the brother of our Lord: 

"Be mindful, 0 Lord GOD, of the spirits and of all flesh, of such as we have remembered, and of such as 
we have not remembered, being of right belief, from Abel the Just, until this present day. Do thou cause 
them to rest in the land of the living, in thy kingdom, in the delight of paradise, in the bosoms of 
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, our holy fathers; whence grief, and sorrow, and sighing, are fled; where 
the light of thy countenance doth visit them, and shine for ever." 

And in the offices compiled by Alcuinus: 

"0 Lord, holy Father, Almighty and everlasting GOD, we humbly make request unto thee for the spirits 
of thy servants and handmaids, which from the beginning of this world thou hast called unto thee; that 
thou wouldest vouchsafe, 0 Lord, to give unto them a lightsome place, a place of refreshing and ease, 
and that they may pass by the gates of hell and the ways of darkness, and may abide in the mansions of 
the saints, and in the holy light which thou didst promise of old unto Abraham and his seed." 

So the "commemoration of the faithful departed," retained as yet in the Roman missal, is begun with 
this orison: 

"Eternal rest grant unto them, 0 Lord, and let everlasting light shine unto them." 

Whereunto we may add these two prayers, to omit a great number more of the like kind, used of old in 
the same Church: 

"Receive, 0 holy Trinity, this oblation, which we offer unto thee for all that are departed in the 
confession of thy name; that thou reaching unto them the right hand of thy help, they may have the rest 
of everlasting life; and being separated from the punishment of the wicked, they may always persevere 
in the joy of thy praise." And "this oblation, which we humbly offer unto thee for the commemoration of 
the souls that sleep in peace, we beseech thee, 0 Lord, receive graciously; and of thy goodness, grant 
that both the affection of this piety may profit us, and obtain for them everlasting bliss." 

Where you may observe, that the souls unto which "everlasting bliss" was wished for, were yet 
acknowledged to rest "in peace," and, consequently, not to be disquieted with any purgatory torment. 
Even as in the canon of the mass itself, the priest, in the commemoration for the dead, prayeth thus: 

"Remember, 0 Lord, thy servants and handmaids, which have gone before us with the ensign of faith, 
and sleep in the sleep of peace. To them, 0 Lord, and to an that are at rest in Christ, we beseech thee 
that thou wouldst grant a place of refreshing, light, and peace." 

Nay, the Armenians, in their Liturgy, entreat GOD to "give eternal peace," not only in general "unto all 
that have gone before us in the faith of Christ;" but also in particular to the "patriarchs, apostles, 
prophets, and martyrs." Which maketh directly for the opinion of those, against whom Nicolas Cabasilas 
both dispute, who held that these "commemorations" contained "a supplication for the saints unto 
GOD," and not a "thanksgiving" only. As also do those forms of prayer, which were used in the Roman 
liturgy in the days of Pope Innocent the Third: 

"Let such an oblation profit such or such a saint unto glory." 

And especially that for St. Leo, which is found in the elder copies of the Gregorian Sacramentary: 



"Grant unto us, 0 Lord, that this oblation may profit the soul of thy servant Leo." 

For which the latter books have chopped in this prayer: 

"Grant unto us, 0 Lord, that by the intercession of thy servant Leo, this oblation may profit us." 

Concerning which alteration, when the Archbishop of Lyons propounded such another question unto 
Pope Innocent, as our challenger at the beginning did unto us, 

"Who it was that did change it, or when it was changed, or why?" the Pope returneth him for answer. 

"That who did change it, or when it was changed, he was ignorant of: yet he knew upon what occasion it 
was changed: because that where the authority of the Holy Scripture doth say, that he doeth injury unto 
a martyr, who prayeth for a martyr," 

(which is a new text of Holy Scripture, of the PopeEs own canonization,) 

"the same by the like reason is to be held of the other saints." 

The gloss upon this decretal, layeth down the reason of this mutation a little more roundly: 

"Of old they prayed for him, and now at this day he prayeth for us; and so was the change made." 

And Alphonsus Mendoza telleth us, that the old prayer was "deservedly" disused, and this other 
substituted in the room thereof: 

"Grant unto us, we beseech thee, 0 Lord, that by the intercession of thy servant Leo, this oblation may 
profit us." 

Which prayer, indeed, was to be found heretofore in modernioribus sacramentariis, as Pope Innocent 
speaketh, and in the Roman missals that were published before the Council of Trent, as, namely, in that 
which was printed at Paris, Anno 1529; but in the newly reformed missal, wherewith, it seemeth, 
Mendoza was not so well acquainted as with his scholastical controversies, it is put out again, and 
another prayer for Leo put in; that by the celebration of those 

"offices of atonement a blessed retribution might accompany him." 

Neither is there any more wrong done unto St. Leo, in praying for him after this manner, than unto all 
the rest of his fellows in that other prayer of the Roman Liturgy: 

"We have received, 0 Lord, the divine mysteries; which as they do profit thy saints unto glory, so we do 
beseech thee that they may profit us for our healing:" 

and nothing so much as is done unto all the faithful deceased, when, in their masses for the dead, they 
say daily, 

"Lord Jesus CHRIST, King of Glory, deliver the souls of all the faithful that are departed from the pains of 
hell, and from the deep lake; deliver them from the mouth of the lion, that hell do not swallow them up, 
that they fall not into darkness." 

So that, whatsoever commodious expositions our adversaries can bring for the justifying of the Roman 
service, the same may we make use of to show, that the ancient Church might pray for the dead, and 



yet in so doing have no relation at all unto Purgatory; yea, and pray for the martyrs and other saints that 
were in the state of bliss, without offering unto them any injury thereby. 

For the clearing of the meaning of those prayers which are made for Leo and the other saints, to the two 
expositions brought in by Pope Innocent, Cardinal Bellarmine addeth this for the third: 

"that peradventure therein the glory of the body is petitioned for, which they shall have in the day of 
the resurrection. For although," saith he, "they shall certainly obtain that glory, and it be due unto their 
merits; yet it is not absurd to desire and ask this for them." 

Where, laying aside those unsavoury terms of debt and merits, whereof we shall have occasion to treat 
in their proper place, the answer is otherwise true in part, but not full enough to give satisfaction unto 
that which was objected. For the primary intention of the Church indeed, in her prayers for the dead, 
had reference unto the day of the resurrection; which also in divers places we find to have been 
expressly prayed for. As in the Egyptian Liturgy, attributed unto St. Cyril, Bishop of Alexandria: 

"Raise up their bodies in the day which thou hast appointed, according to thy promises, which are true 
and cannot lie; grant unto them, according to thy promises, that which eye hath not seen, and ear hath 
not heard, and which hath not ascended into the heart of man, which thou hast prepared, 0 Lord, for 
them that love thy holy name, that thy servants may not remain in death, but may get out from thence, 
although slothfulness and negligence have followed them." 

And in that which is used by the Christians of St. Thomas, as they are commonly called, in the East 
Indies: 

"Let the Holy Ghost give resurrection to your dead at the last day, and make them worthy of the 
incorruptible kingdom." 

Such is the prayer of St. Ambrose, for Gratian and Valentinian the emperors: 

"I do beseech thee, most high GOD, that thou wouldst raise up again those dear young men with a 
speedy resurrection, that thou mayest recompense this untimely course of this present life, with a 
timely resurrection." 

And that in Alcuinus: 

"Let their souls sustain no hurt; but when that great day of the resurrection and remuneration shall 
come, vouchsafe to raise them up, 0 Lord, together with thy saints and thine elect." 

And that in GrimoldusEs Sacramentary: 

"Almighty and everlasting God, vouchsafe to place the body and the soul and the spirit of thy servant N., 
in the bosoms of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, that when the day of thy acknowledgment shall come, thou 
mayest command them to be raised up among thy saints and thine elect." 

And that which the Syrians do use: 

"Cause, Lord GOD, their souls and their spirits and their bodies to rest; and sprinkle the dew of mercy 
upon their bones." 

But yet the CardinalEs answer, that the glory of the body may be prayed for, which the saints shall have 
at the day of the resurrection, cometh somewhat short of that which the Church used to request in the 



behalf of St. Leo: for in that prayer express mention is made of his soul, and so it is wished that profit 
may redound by the present oblation. And, therefore, this defect must be supplied out of his answer 
unto that other prayer, which is made for the souls of the faithful departed, that they may be delivered 
out of the mouth of the lion, and that hell may not swallow them up. To this he saith, that, 

"the Church doth pray for these souls, that they may not be condemned unto the everlasting pains of 
hell; not as if it were not certain, that they should not be condemned unto those pains, but because it is 
GOD0S pleasure that we should pray, even for those things which we are certain to receive." 

The same answer did Alphonsus de Castro give before him, that 

"very often those things are prayed for which are certainly known shall come to pass as they are prayed 
for; and that of this there be very many testimonies." 

And Johannes Medina, that 

"GOD delighteth to be prayed unto for those things which otherwise he purposed to do. For GOD had 
decreed" saith he, "after the sin of Adam to take our flesh, and he decreed the time wherein he meant 
to come; and yet the prayers of the saints, that prayed for his incarnation and for his coming, were 
acceptable unto him. God hath also decreed to grant pardon unto every repentant sinner; and yet the 
prayer is grateful unto him, wherein either the penitent doth pray for himself, or another for him, that 
GOD would be pleased to accept his repentance. GOD hath decreed also and promised not to forsake his 
Church, and to be present with councils lawfully assembled; yet the prayer notwithstanding is grateful 
unto GOD, and the hymns, whereby his presence and favour and grace are implored both for the council 
and the Church." 

And whereas it might be objected, that howsoever the Church may sometimes pray for those things 
which she shall certainly receive, yet she doth not pray for those things which she hath already received; 
and this she hath received, that those souls shall not be damned, seeing they have received their 
sentence, and are most secure from damnation; the Cardinal replieth, that this objection may easily be 
avoided: 

"For although those souls," saith he, "have received already their first sentence in the particular 
judgment, and by that sentence are freed from hell, yet doth there yet remain the general judgment, in 
which they are to receive the second sentence. Wherefore the Church, praying that those souls in the 
last judgment may not fall into darkness, nor be swallowed up in hell, doth not pray for the thing which 
the soul hath, but which it shall receive." 

Thus, these men, labouring to show how the prayers for the dead used in their Church may stand with 
their conceits of Purgatory, do thereby inform us how the Prayers for the dead used by the ancient 
Church may stand well enough without the supposal of any purgatory at all. For if we pray for those 
things which we are most sure will come to pass, and the Church, by the adversaryEs own confession, 
did pray accordingly that the souls of the faithful might escape the pains of hell at the general judgment, 
notwithstanding they had certainly been freed from them already by the sentence of the particular 
judgment; by the same reason, when the Church in times past besought GOD to "remember all those 
that slept in the hope of the resurrection of everlasting life," which is the form of prayer used in the 
Greek Liturgies, and to give unto them rest, and to bring them unto the place where the light of His 
countenance should shine upon them for evermore, why should not we think that it desired these things 
should be granted unto them by the last sentence at the day of the resurrection, notwithstanding they 
were formerly adjudged unto them by the particular sentence at the time of their dissolution? 



For, as 


"that which shall befall unto all at the day of judgment is accomplished in every one at the day of his 
death;" 

so, on the other side, whatsoever befalleth the soul of every one at the day of his death, the same is 
fully accomplished upon the whole man at the day of the general Judgment. Whereupon we find that 
the Scriptures everywhere do point out that great day unto us, as the time wherein mercy and 
forgiveness, rest and refreshing, joy and gladness, redemption and salvation, reward and crowns, shall 
be bestowed upon all GOD'S children. As in 2 Tim. i. 16. 18. "The Lord give mercy unto the house of 
Onesiphorus: the Lord grant unto him that he may find mercy of the Lord in that day." 1 Cor. i. 8. "Who 
shall also confirm you unto the end, that ye may be blameless in the day of our Lord JESUS CHRIST." Acts 
iii. 19. "Repent ye therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out, when the times of 
refreshing shall come from the presence of the Lord." 2 Thess. i. 6, 7. "It is a righteous thing with GOD to 
recompense unto you which are troubled rest with us, when the Lord JESUS shall be revealed from 
heaven with his mighty angels." Philip, ii. 16. "That I may rejoice in the day of CHRIST, that I have not run 
in vain, neither laboured in vain." 1 Thess. ii. 19. "For what is our hope, or joy, or crown of rejoicing? are 
not even ye in the presence of our Lord JESUS CHRIST at his coming?" 1 Pet. i. 5. "Who are kept by the 
power of GOD through faith unto salvation, ready to be revealed in the last time." 1 Cor. v. .5. "That the 
spirit may be saved in the day of the LORD JESUS." Ephes. iv. 30. "Grieve not the holy Spirit of GOD, 
whereby ye are sealed unto the day of redemption." Luke xxi. 28. "When these things begin to come to 
pass, then look up, and lift up your heads; for your redemption draweth nigh." 2 Tim. iv. 8. "Henceforth 
there is laid up for me a crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous Judge, shall give me at 
that day;" and Luke xiv. 14. "Thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just." 

And that the Church, in her offices for the dead, had special respect unto this time of the resurrection, 
appeareth plainly, both by the portions of Scripture appointed to be read therein, and by divers 
particulars in the prayers themselves, that manifestly discover this intention . For there "the ministers" 
as the writer of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy reporteth, 

"read those undoubted promises which are recorded in the divine Scripture of our divine resurrection, 
and then devoutly sang such of the sacred Psalms were of the same subject and argument." 

And so accordingly in the Roman Missal, the lessons ordained to be read for that time are taken from 1 
Cor. xv. "Behold, I tell you a mystery; we shall all rise again." &c. John v. "The hour cometh wherein all 
that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and they that have done good shall come forth unto the 
resurrection of life," c. 1 Thess. iv. "Brethren, we would not have you ignorant concerning them that 
sleep, that ye sorrow not, as others which have no hope." John xi. "I am the resurrection and the life: he 
that believeth in me, although he were dead, shall live." 2 Maccab. xii. "Judas caused a sacrifice to be 
offered for the sins of the dead? justly and religiously thinking of the resurrection." John vi. "This is the 
will of my Father that sent me, that every one that seeth the Son and believeth in him, may have life 
everlasting: and I will raise him up at the last day." And, "he that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my 
blood, hath life everlasting: and I will raise him up at the last day." And, lastly, Apocal. xiv. "I heard a 
voice from heaven, saying unto me, Write, blessed are the dead which die in the Lord, from henceforth 
now, saith the Spirit, that they may rest from their labours; for their works follow them." Wherewith the 
sequence also doth agree, beginning, 

"Dies irae, dies ilia Solvet seclum in favilla Teste David cum Sibylla:" and ending "Lacrymosa dies ilia. 
Qua resurget ex favilla Judicandus homo reus; Huic ergo parce, Deus. Pie Jesu Domine, Dona 



eis requiem." 


Tertullian, in his book de Monogamia, which he wrote after he had been infected with the heresy of the 
Montanists, speaking of a prayer of a widow for the soul of her deceased husband, saith, that 

"she requesteth refreshing for him, and a portion in the first resurrection." 

Which seemeth to have some twang of the error of the Millenaries (whereunto not Tertullian only with 
his prophet Montanus, but Nepos also, and Lactantius, and divers other doctors of the Church did fall), 
who, misunderstanding the prophecy in the 20th of the Revelation, imagined that there should be a first 
resurrection of the just, that should reign here a thousand years upon earth; and after that a second 
resurrection of the wicked at the day of the general judgment. 

"They that come not to the first resurrection, but are reserved to the second, shall be burned until they 
fulfil the times betwixt the first and the second resurrection: or if they have not fulfilled them, they shall 
remain longer in punishment. And therefore let us pray that we may obtain to have our part in the first 
resurrection," 

saith St. Ambrose. Hence, in a certain Gothic Missal, I meet with two several exhortations made unto the 
people to pray after this form: the one that GOD would 

"vouchsafe to place in the bosom of Abraham the souls of those that be at rest, and admit them unto 
the part of the first resurrection." 

the other, which I find elsewhere also repeated in particular, that he would 

"place in rest the spirits of their friends which were gone before them in the LordEs peace, and raise 
them up in the part of the first resurrection." 

And, to come nearer home, Asserius Menevensis, writing of the death and burial of Ethelred, King of the 
West Saxons, and Burghred, King of the Mercians, saith that they 

"expect the coming of the LORD and the first resurrection with the just." 

The like doth Abbo Floriacensis also write of our Cuthbert. Which, how it may be excused otherwise, 
than by saying that at the general resurrection the dead in Christ shall rise first, and then the wicked 
shall be raised after them, and by referring the first resurrection unto the resurrection of the first, which 
shall be at that day, I cannot well resolve. 

For certain it is, that the first resurrection, spoken of in the 20th chapter of the Revelation of St. John, is 
the resurrection of the soul from the death of sin and error in this world, as the second is the 
resurrection of the body out of the dust of the earth in the world to come; both which he distinctly laid 
down by our Saviour, in the 5th chapter of the Gospel of St. John; the first in the 25th verse, "The hour is 
coming and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of GOD, and they that hear shall live:" 
the second, in the 28th and 29th, "Marvel not at this; for the hour is coming, in which all that are in the 
grave shall hear his voice, and shall come forth: they that have done good, unto the resurrection of life; 
and they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation." 

And to this general resurrection, and to the judgment of the last day, had the Church relation in her 
prayers; some patterns whereof it will not be amiss to exhibit here, in these examples following: 



"Although the condition of death brought in upon mankind doth make our hearts and minds heavy; yet, 
by the gift of thy clemency, we are raised up with the hope of future immortality; and being mindful of 
eternal salvation, are not afraid to sustain the loss of this light. For by the benefit of thy grace, life is not 
taken away to the faithful, but changed; and the souls being freed from the prison of the body, abhor 
things mortal when they attain unto things eternal. Wherefore we beseech thee that thy servant N., 
being placed in the tabernacles of the blessed, may rejoice that he hath escaped the straits of the flesh 
and in the desire of glorification expect with confidence the day of judgment." 

"Through JESUS CHRIST our Lord, whose holy passion we celebrate without doubt for immortal and well 
resting souls; for them especially upon whom thou hast bestowed the grace of that second birth; who, 
by the example of the same JESUS CHRIST our Lord, have begun to be secure of the resurrection; For 
thou, who hast made the things that were not, art able to repair the things that were; and hast given 
unto us evidences of the resurrection to come, not only by the doctrine of the Prophets and Apostles, 
but also by the resurrection of the same thy only begotten Son our Redeemer." 

"0 God, who art the Creator and Maker of all things, and who art the bliss of the saints, grant unto us 
who make request unto thee, that the spirit of our brother, who is loosed from the knot of his body, 
may be presented in the blessed resurrection of thy saints." 

"0 almighty and merciful GOD, we do entreat thy clemency, forasmuch by thy judgment we are born 
and made and end, that thou wilt receive into everlasting rest the soul of our brother, whom thou of thy 
piety hast commanded to 

"Being to render an account of every idle word, shall we desire the day of judgment, wherein that 
unwearied fire must be passed by us, in which those grievous punishments for expiating the soul from 
sins must be endured?" For, "to such as have been baptized with the Holy Ghost, it remaineth, that they 
should be consummated with the fire of judgment." 

In St. Ambrose also there are some passages to be found which seem to make directly for either of these 
points; as these for the former: 

"The soul is loosed from the body, and yet after the end of this life it is held as yet in suspense, with the 
uncertainty of the future judgment: so that there is no end where there is thought to be an end." 

"We read in the books of Esdras, that when the day of judgment shall come, the earth shall restore the 
bodies of the deceased, and the dust shall restore the relics of the dead which do rest in the graves; and 
the habitacles shall restore the souls which were committed to them; and the Most High shall be 
revealed upon the seat of judgment." 

Also that Scripture 

"nameth those habitacles of the souls promtuaries," or secret receptacles; "and meeting with the 
complaint of man, that the just which have gone before may seem to be defrauded, until the day of 
judgment, which is a very long time, of the reward due unto them, saith wonderfully, that the day of 
judgment is like unto a crown, wherein as there is no slackness of the last, so there is no swiftness of the 
first. For the day of crowning is expected by all; that within that day both they who are overcome may 
be ashamed, and they who do overcome may obtain the palm of victory." 

"Therefore while the fulness of time is expected, the souls expect their due reward. Pain is provided for 
some of them, for some glory; and yet, in the mean time, neither are those without trouble, nor these 



without fruit." 


And these for the latter: 

"With fire shall the sons of Levi be purged, with fire Ezekiel, with fire Daniel. But these, although they 
shall be tried with fire, yet shall say, we have passed through fire and water. Others shall remain in the 
fire." 

"And if the Lord shall save his servants, we shall be saved by faith, yet saved as it were by fire. Although 
we shall not be burned up, yet shall we be burned." 

"After the end of the world, when the angels shall be sent to separate the good and the bad, this 
baptism shall be; when iniquity shall be burnt up by the furnace of fire, that in the kingdom of God the 
righteous may shine as the sun in the kingdom of their Father. And if any one be as Peter or as John, he 
is baptized with this fire." Seeing therefore, "he that is purged here, hath need to be purged again there, 
let him purge us there also, when the Lord may say, Enter into my rest: that every one of us being 
burned with that flaming sword, not burned up, when he is entered into that pleasure of paradise, may 
give thanks unto his Lord, saying, Thou hast brought us into a place of refreshment." 

Hereunto we may adjoin that observation of Suarez the Jesuit: 

"They who think that the souls of men are not judged at their death, nor do receive reward or 
punishment, but are reserved in hidden receptacles unto the general judgment, do consequently say, 
that as men do not receive their last reward or punishment, so neither are they also purged, until the 
general resurrection and judgment do come, from whence they might say with reasonable good 
consequence, that men are to be purged with the fire of conflagration." 

And with as good consequence also may we add, that prayers were not to le made for the delivery of 
the souls of the dead from any purgatory pains, supposed to be suffered by them betwixt the time of 
their death, and their resurrection, which be the only prayers that are now in question. 

"In the resurrection, when our works, like unto clusters of grapes, shall be cast into the probatory fire, as 
it were into the wine-press, every manEs husbandry shall be made manifest," 

saith Gregorius Cerameus, sometime Archbishop of Tauromeniun in Sicilia. And 

"No man as yet is entered either into the torments of hell, or into the kingdom of heaven, until the time 
of the resurrection of the body." 

saith Anastasius Sinaita. Upon whom Gretser bestoweth this marginal annotation; that this is the 
"error of certain of the ancient and latter Grecians." 

And we find it to be held indeed both by some of the ancient, (as namely in Caius, who lived at Rome 
when Zephyrinus was Bishop there, and is accounted to be the author of the treatise falsely fathered 
upon Josephus, [peri tes tou pantos aitias], a large fragment whereof hath been lately published by 
Hoeschelius, in his notes upon PhotiusEs Bibliotheca,) and by the latter Grecians, in whose name Marcus 
Eugenicus, Archbishop of Ephesus, doth make this protestation against such of his countrymen, as 
yielded to the definition of the Florentine Council: 

"We say, that neither the saints do receive the kingdom prepared for them, and those secret good 



things, neither the sinners do as yet fall into hell; but that either of them do remain in expectation of 
their proper lot; and that this appertaineth unto the time that is to come after the resurrection and the 
judgment. But these men, with the Latins, would have these to receive presently after death the things 
they have deserved; but unto those of the middle sort, that is, to such as die in penance, they assign a 
purgatory fire, which they feign to be distinct from that of hell, that thereby, say they, being purged in 
their souls after death, they likewise maybe received into the kingdom of heaven together with the 
righteous." 

2. And, therefore, as the Latins in their prayers for the dead have respect for the delivery of souls out of 
purgatory, so the Grecians in theirs have relation to that other state, which is to determine with the 
resurrection. As in that prayer of their Euchologe for example: 

"The body is buried in the earth, but the soul goeth in unknown places, waiting for the future 
resurrection of the dead; in which, 0 gracious Saviour, make bright thy servant, place him together with 
the saints, and refresh him in the bosom of Abraham:" 

the condition of which "unknown places," they do thus further explicate in another prayenEForasmuch 
as by thy divine will thou hast appointed 

"the soul to remove thither, where it received the first being, until the common resurrection, and the 
body to be resolved into that of which it was composed; therefore we beseech thee, the Father without 
beginning, and thine only begotten Son, and thy most holy and consubstantial and quickening Spirit, 
that thou wilt not permit thine own workmanship to be swallowed up in destruction, but that the body 
may be dissolved into that of which it was composed, and the soul placed in the quire of the righteous." 

That "barbarous impostor," as Molanus rightly styleth him, who counterfeited a letter as written by St. 
Cyril, Bishop of Jerusalem, unto St. Augustine, touching the miracles of St. Jerome, taketh upon him to 
lay down the precise time of the first arising of this opinion amongst the Grecians in this manner: 

"After the death of most glorious Jerome, a certain heresy or sect arose amongst the Grecians, and 
came to the Latins also, which went about with their wicked reasons to prove, that the souls of the 
blessed, until the day of the general judgment, wherein they were to be joined again unto their bodies, 
are deprived of the sight and knowledge of God, in which the whole blessedness of the saints doth 
consist; and that the souls of the damned, in like manner, until that day are tormented with no pains. 
Whose reason was this: that as the soul did merit or sin with the body, so with the body was it to receive 
rewards or pains. Those wicked sectaries also did maintain, that there was no place of purgatory, 
wherein the souls which had not done full penance for their sins in this world might be purged. Which 
pestilent sect getting head, so great sorrow fell upon us, that we were even weary of our life." 

Then he telleth a wise tale, how St. Jerome, being at that time with God, for the confutation of this 
new-sprung heresy, raised up three men from the dead, after that he had first 

"led their souls into paradise, purgatory, and hell, to the end they might make known unto all men the 
things that were done there;" 

but had not the wit to consider, that St. Cyril himself had need to be raised up to make the fourth man 
among them. For how otherwise should he, who died thirty years before St. Jerome, as is known to 
every one that knoweth the history of those times, have heard and written the news which those three 
good fellows, that were raised by St. Jerome after his death, did relate concerning heaven, hell, and 
purgatory? Yet is it nothing so strange to me, I confess, that such idle dreams as these should be devised 



in the times of darkness, to delude the world withal, as that now in the broad daylight Binsfeldius and 
Suarez, and other Romish merchants, should adventure to bring forth such rotten stuff as this, with 
hope to gain any credit of antiquity thereby, unto the new-erected staple of Popish Purgatory. 

The Dominican Friars, in a certain treatise written by them at Constantinople in the year 125, assign 
somewhat a lower beginning unto this error of the Grecians; affirming that they 

"followed therein a certain inventor of this heresy, named Andrew, Archbishop sometime of Casarea in 
Cappadocia who said, that the souls did wait for their bodies, that together with them, with which they 
had committed good or evil, they might likewise receive the recompense of their deeds." 

But that which Andrew saith herein he saith not out of his own heal, and therefore is wrongfully charged 
to be the first inventor of it; but out of the judgment of many godly Fathers that went before him. 

"It hath been said," saith he, "by many of the saints, that all virtuous men," after this life, "do receive 
places fit for them; whence they may certainly make conjecture, on the glory that shall befall unto 
them." 

Where Peltanus bestoweth such another marginal note upon him, as Gretser his fellow Jesuit did upon 
Anastasius: 

"This opinion is now expressly condemned and rejected by the Church." 

And yet doth Alphonso de Castro acknowledge that 

"the patrons thereof were famous men, renowned as well for holiness as for knowledge;" 
but telleth us withal, that; 

"no man ought to marvel that such great men should fall into so pestilent an error, because as the 
Apostle St. James saith, he that offendeth not in word is a perfect man." 

3. Another particular opinion, which we must sever from the general intention of the Church in her 
oblations and prayers for the dead, is that which is noted by Theophylact, upon the speech of our 
Saviour, Luke xii. 5., in which he wished us to observe, that he did not say, 

"Fear him, who after he hath killed, casteth into hell," but, "hath power to cast" into hell. "For the 
sinners which die," saith he, "are not always cast into hell; but it remaineth in the power of God, to 
pardon them also. And this I say, for the oblations, and doles which are made for the dead, which do not 
a little avail even them that die in grievous sins. Fie doth not, therefore, generally, after he hath killed, 
cast into hell, but hath power to cast. Wherefore, let us not cease by alms, and intercessions, to appease 
him who hath power to cast, but doth not always use this power, but is able to pardon also." 

Thus far Theophylact, whom our adversaries do blindly bring in for the countenancing of their use of 
praying, and offering for the dead; not considering, that the prayers, and oblations, which he would 
uphold, do reach even unto such as "die in grievous sins," (which the Romanists acknowledge to receive 
no relief at all, by any thing that they can do,) and are intended for the keeping of souls from being cast 
into hell, and not for fetching them out when they have been cast into Purgatory; a place that never 
came within the compass of TheophylactEs belief. His testimony will fit a great deal better the prayer of 
St. Dunstan; who, as the tale goeth, having understood that the soul of King Edwin was to be carried into 
hell, never gave over praying, until he had gotten him rid of that danger, and transferred him unto the 



coast of penitent souls; where he well deserved, doubtless, to undergo that penance which Hugh, 
Bishop of Coventry and Chester, on his death-bed imposed upon himself; even to lie in the dungeon of 
Purgatory, without bail or mainprise, until the general jail delivery of the last day. 

4. Another private conceit, entertained by divers, as well of the elder as of middle times, in their 
devotion for the dead, was, that an augmentation of glory might thereby be procured for the saints, and 
either a total deliverance, or a diminution of torments at leastwise, obtained for the wicked. 

"If the barbarians," saith St. Chrysostom, "do bury with their dead the things that belong unto them, it is 
much more reason that thou shouldst send with the deceased the things that are his; not that they may 
be made ashes as they were, but, that they may add greater glory unto him; and if he be departed 
hence, a sinner, that they may loose his sins; but if righteous, that an addition may be made to his 
reward and retribution." 

Yea, in the very latter days, Ivo Carnotensis, writing unto Maud, Queen of England, concerning the 
prayers that were to be made for the King, her brotherEs soul, saith, that 

"it doth not seem idle if we make intercessions for those who already enjoy rest, that their rest may be 
increased." 

Whereupon, Pope Innocent the Third doth bring this for one of the answers wherewith he laboureth to 
salve the prayers which were used in the Church of Rome, that 

"such or such an oblation might profit such or such a saint unto glory;" that "many repute it no indignity, 
that the glory of the saints should be augmented until the day of judgment; and, therefore, in the mean 
time, the Church may wish the increase of their glorification." 

So likewise for the mitigation of the pains of them whose souls were doubted to be in torment, this form 
of prayer was of old used in the same Church, as in Grimoldus' Sacramentary may be seen, and retained 
in the Roman Missal itself, until in the late Reformation thereof it was removed. 

"0 Almighty and merciful God, incline, we beseech thee, thy holy ears unto our poor prayers, which we 
do humbly pour forth before the sight of thy Majesty, for the soul of thy servant X., that forasmuch as 
we are distrustful of the quality of his life, by the abundance of thy pity we may be comforted; and if his 
soul cannot obtain full pardon, yet at least in the midst of the torments themselves, which peradventure 
it suffereth, out of the abundance of thy compassion it may feel refreshment." 

Which prayer whither it tendeth may appear partly by that which Prudentius writeth of the play-days, 
which he supposeth the souls in hell sometimes do obtain: 

Sunt et spiritibus sEepe nocentibus PEnarum celebres sub Styge feriE, &c. 

Marcent suppliciis Tartara mitibus, Exultatque sui carceris otio 
Umbrarum populus, liber ab ignibus; Nec fervent solito flumina sulphureE 


partly by the doubtful conceits of God's merciful dealing with the wicked, in the world to come, which 
are found in others, but especially by these passages that we meet withal in the sermons of St. 
Chrysostom: 


"This man hath spent his whole life in vain, neither hath lived one day to himself, but to voluptuousness, 
to luxury, to covetousness, to sin, to the devil. Tell me, therefore, shall we not mourn for him? shall we 



not endeavour to pull him out of these dangers? For there be means, if we will, whereby his punishment 
may be made light unto him. If, then, we do make continual prayers for him, if we bestow alms, 
although he be unworthy, God will respect us." For "many have received benefit by the alms that have 
been given by others for them; and found thereby, although not a perfect, yet some consolation." 

"This, therefore, is done, that although we ourselves be not virtuous, we may be careful to get virtuous 
companions, and friends, and wife, and son, as looking to reap some fruit even by them also; reaping, 
indeed, but little, yet reaping some fruit notwithstanding." 

"Let us not, therefore, simply weep for the dead, but for such as are dead in their sins; these be worthy 
of lamentations and bewailings and tears. For what hope is there, tell me, for men to depart with their 
sins, where they cannot put off their sins? For as long as they were here, there was, peradventure, great 
expectation that they would be altered, that they would be bettered: but being gone unto hell, where 
there is no gaining any thing by repentance, (for in hell, saith he, who shall confess unto thee?) how are 
they not worthy of lamentations?" 

"Let us, therefore, weep for such, let us succour them to our power, let us find out some help for them, 
little indeed, but yet such as may relieve them. How, and after what manner? both praying ourselves, 
and entreating others to make prayers for them, and giving continually unto the poor, for them; for this 
thing bringeth some consolation." 

5. The like doctrine is delivered by Andrew, Archbishop of Crete, in his sermon of the Life of Man, and of 
the Dead; and by John Damascen, or whosoever else was author of the book ascribed unto him, 
concerning them that are departed in the faith; where three notable tales are told of the benefit that 
even infidels, and idolaters themselves, should receive by such prayers as these. One touching the soul 
of the Emperor Trajan, delivered from hell by the prayers of Pope Gregory; of the truth whereof lest any 
man should make question, he affirmeth very roundly that no less than 

"the whole east and west will witness that this is true and uncontrollable." 

And, indeed, in the east this fable seemeth first to have arisen, where it obtained such credit that the 
Grecians to this day do still use this form of prayer: 

"As thou didst loose Trajan from punishment, by the earnest intercession of thy servant Gregory, the 
dialogue writer, hear us likewise who pray unto thee." 

And, therefore, to them doth Hugo Etherianus thus appeal for justifying the truth of this narration: 

"Do not, I pray you, say in your hearts, that this is false, or feigned. Enquire, if you please, of the 
Grecians; the whole Greek Church surely doth testify these things." 

He might, if he had pleased, being an Italian himself, have enquired nearer home of the Romans, among 
whom this feat was reported to have been acted, rather than among the Grecians, who were strangers 
to the business. But the Romans, as we understand by Johannes Diaconus, in the Life of St. Gregory, 
found no such matter among their records; and when they had notice given them thereof out of the 
legends of the Church of England, (for from thence received they the news of this and some other such 
strange acts, reported to have been done by St. Gregory among themselves,) they were not very hasty 
to believe it; because they could hardly be persuaded that St. Gregory, who had taught them that 

"infidels and wicked men, departed out of this life, were no more to be prayed for than the devil and his 
angels, which were appointed unto everlasting punishment," 



should in his practice be found to be so much different from his judgment. 

The second tale toucheth upon the very times of the Apostles, wherein the Apostless Thecla is said to 
have prayed for Falconilla, (the daughter of TryphEna, whom St. Paul saluteth, Rom. xvi. 12.) 

"a Gentile and an idolatress, altogether profane, and a servitor of another God," to this effect: "0 God, 
Son of the true God, grant unto TryphEna, according to thy will, that her daughter may live with thee, 
time without end." 

Or, as Basil, Bishop of Seleucia, doth express it: 

"Grant unto thy servant TryphEna, that her desire may be fulfilled concerning her daughter; her desire 
therein being this, that her soul may be numbered among the souls of those that have already believed 
in thee, and may enjoy the life and pleasure that is in paradise." 

The third tale he produceth out of PalladiusEs historical book written unto Lausus, (although neither in 
the Greek set out by Meursius and Fronto Ducaeus, nor in the three several Latin editions of that history 
published before, there be any such thing to be found,) touching a dead manEs skull, that should have 
uttered this speech unto Macarius, the great Egyptian anchoret: 

"When thou dost offer up thy prayers for the dead, then do we feel some little consolation." 

A brainless answer you may well conceive it to be, that must be thought to have proceeded from a dry 
skull lying by the highway side; but as brainless as it is, it hath not a little troubled the quick heads of our 
Romish divines, and put many an odd crotchet into their nimble brains. Renatus Laurentius telleth us, 
that 

"without all doubt it was an angel that did speak in this skull." And "I say," quoth Alphonsus Mendoza, 
"that this head which lay in the way was not the head of one that was damned, but of a just man 
remaining in purgatory; for Damascen doth not say in that sermon that it was the head of a Gentile, as it 
there may be seen." 

And true it is, indeed, he neither saith that it was so, neither that it was not so; but the Grecians 
generally relate the matter thus: that Macarius 

"did hear this from the skull of one that had been a priest of idols, which he found lying in the 
wilderness, that by his prayers such as were with him in punishment received a little ease of their 
torment, whensoever it fell out that he made the same for them." 

And among the Latins, Thomas Aquinas and other of the schoolmen take this for granted, because they 
found in the Lives of the Fathers, that the speech which the dead skull used was this: 

"I was a priest of the Gentiles;" 

so John, the Roman sub-deacon, translateth it; or, as Rufinus is supposed to have rendered it, 

"I was the chief of the priests of the idols, which dwelt in this place, and thou art Abbot Macarius, that 
art filled with the spirit of God. At whatsoever hour, therefore, thou takest pity of them that are in 
torments, and prayest for them, they then feel some consolation." 


Well, saith Mendoza then, 



"if St. Thomas, relating this history out of the Lives of the Fathers, doth say that this was the head of a 
Gentile, he himself is bound to untie this knot." 

And so he doth, resolving the matter thus: that the damned get no true ease by the prayers made for 
them, but such a phantastical kind of joy only, as the devils are said to have when they have seduced 
and deceived any man. 

"But peradventure," saith Cardinal Bellarmine for the upshot 

"the things which are brought touching that skull might better be rejected as false and apocryphal." 

And Stephen Durant, more peremptorily: 

"The things which are told of Trajan and Falconilla, delivered out of hell by the prayers of St. Gregory 
and Thecla, and of the dry skull spoken to by Macarius, be feigned and commentitious." 

Which last answer, though it be the surest of all the rest, yet it is not to be doubted for all that, but that 
the general credit which these fables obtained, together with the countenance which the opinion of the 
Origenists did receive from Didymus, Evagrius, Gregory Nyssen, (if he be not corrupted,) and other 
doctors, inclined the minds of men very much to apply the common use of praying for the dead unto 
this wrong end of hoping to relieve the damned thereby. St. Augustine doth show, that in his time not 
only some, but exceeding many also, did out of a humane affection take compassion of the eternal pains 
of the damned, and would not believe that they should never have an end. 

And notwithstanding this error was publicly condemned afterwards in the Origenists by the fifth general 
council held at Constantinople, yet by idle and voluptuous persons was it greedily embraced, as 
Climacus complaineth: and 

"even now also," saith St. Gregory, "there be some who therefore negect to put an end unto their sins, 
because they imagine that the judgments which are to come upon them shall some time have an end." 

Yea, of late days this opinion was maintained by the Porretanians, as Thomas calleth them, and some of 
the Canonists, (the one following therein Gilbert Porreta, Bishop of Poictiers, in his book of theological 
questions, the other John Semeca in his gloss upon Gratian,) that by the prayers and suffrages of the 
living the pains of some of the damned were continually diminished, in such manner as infinite 
proportionable parts may be taken from a line, without ever coming unto an end of the division; which 
was in effect to take from them at the last all pain of sense or sense of pain. For, as Thomas observeth it 
rightly, and Durand after him, 

"in the division of a line at last we must come unto that which is not sensible, considering that a sensible 
body cannot be divided infinitely. And so it would follow that after many suffrages the pain remaining 
should not be sensible, and consequently should be no pain at all." 

Neither is to be forgotten, that the invention of AII-SoulsE Day, (of which you may read, if you please, 
Polydore Virgil, in his sixth book of the Inventors of Things, and the ninth chapter,) that solemn day, I 
say, wherein our Romanists most devoutly perform all their superstitious observances for the dead, was 
occasioned at the first by the apprehension of this same erroneous conceit, that the souls of the 
damned might not only be eased, but fully also delivered by the alms and prayers of the living. The 
whole narration of the business is thus laid down by Sigebertus Gemblacensis in his Chronicle at the year 
of our Lord 998. 



"This time," saith he, "a certain religious man returning from Jerusalem, being entertained for awhile in 
Sicily by the courtesy of a certain anchoret, learned from him among other matters, that there were 
places near unto them that used to cast up burning flames, which by the inhabitants were called the 
Pots of Vulcan, wherein the souls of the reprobates, according to the quality of their deserts, did suffer 
divers punishments, the devils being there deputed for the execution thereof; whose voices, angers, and 
terrors, and sometimes howlings also, he said he often heard, as, lamenting that the souls of the 
damned were taken out of their hands by the alms and prayers of the faithful and more at this time by 
the prayers of the Monks of Cluny, who prayed without ceasing for the rest of those that were 
deceased. The Abbot Odilo having understood this by him, appointed throughout all the monasteries 
under his subjection, that as upon the first day of November the solemnity of all the saints is observed, 
so upon the day following the memorial of all that rested in Christ should be celebrated. Which rite 
passing into many other churches, made the memory of the faithful deceased to be solemnized." 

For the elect, this form of prayer was wont to be used in the Romish Church: 

"0 GOD, unto whom alone is known the number of the elect that are to be placed in the supernal bliss, 
grant, we beseech thee, that the book of blessed predestination may retain the names of all those 
whom we have undertaken to recommend in our prayer, or of all the faithful that are written therein." 

And to pray, that the names of all those that are written in the book of GOD'S election should still be 
retained therein, may be somewhat tolerable; considering as the divines of that side have informed us, 
that those things may be prayed for which we know most certainly will come to pass: but hardly, I think, 
shall you find in any ritual a form of prayer answerable to this of the Monks of Cluny for the reprobate; 
unless it be that whereby St. Francis is said to have obtained that Friar Elias should be made ex prEscito 
prEdestinatus, 

"an elect of a reprobate." 

Yet it seemeth that some were not very well pleased that what was done so seldom by St. Francis, the 
angel of the Friars, and that for a reprobate yet living, should be so usually practised by the followers of 
St. Odilo, the archangel of the monks, for reprobates that were dead: and therefore, in the common 
editions of Sigebert's Chronicle, they have clean struck out the word damnatorum, and instead of 
reproborum chopped in defunctorum. Which deprivation may be detected, as well by the sincere 
edition of Sigebert, published by Aubertus MirEus out of the manuscript of Gemblac Abbey, which is 
thought to be the original copy of Sigebert himself, as by the comparing of him with Petrus Damiani in 
the life of Odilo, whence this whole narration was by him borrowed. For there also do we read, that in 
those flaming places 

"the souls of the reprobate, according to the quality of their deserts, did suffer diverse torments:" 
and that the devils did complain, 

"that by the alms and prayers" of Odilo and others "the souls of the damned were taken out of their 
hands." 


R 4. Of the opinion of the heretic Aerius touching Prayers for the Dead. 

BY these things we may see what we are to judge of that which our adversaries press so much against us 
out of Epiphanius; that he 



"nameth an obscure fellow, one Aerius, to be the first author of this heresy, that Prayer and Sacrifice 
profit not the departed in Christ." 

For neither doth Epiphanius name this to be an heresy, neither doth it appear that himself did hold that 
prayers and oblations bring such profit to the dead as these men dream they do. He is much deceived 
who thinketh every thing that Epiphanius findeth fault withal in heretics is esteemed by him to be an 
heresy; seeing heresy cannot be but in matters of faith: and the course which Epiphanius taketh in that 
work, is not only to declare in what special points of faith heretics did dissent from the catholic doctrine, 
but in what particular observances also they refused to follow the received customs and ordinances of 
the Church. Therefore at the end of the whole work he setteth down a brief, first of the faith, and then 
of the ordinances and observances of the Church; and among the particulars of the latter kind he 
rehearseth this: 

"For the dead they make commemorations by name, performing," or "when they do perform, their 
prayers and divine service and dispensation of the mysteries:" 

and disputing against Aerius touching the point itself, he doth not at all charge him with forsaking the 
doctrine of the Scriptures, or the faith of the Catholic Church, concerning the state of those that are 
departed out of this life, but with rejecting the order observed by the Church in her commemorations of 
the dead; which being an ancient institution, brought in upon wonderful good considerations, as he 
maintaineth, should not by this humorous heretic have been thus condemned. 

"The Church," saith he, "doth necessarily perform this, having received it by tradition from the Fathers; 
and who may dissolve the ordinance of his mother, or the law of his father?" And again: "Our mother 
the Church hath ordinances settled in her which are inviolable, and may not be broken. Seeing then 
there are ordinances established in the Church, and they are well, and all things are admirably done, this 
seducer is again refuted." 

For the further opening hereof it will not be amiss to consider both of the objection of Aerius, and of the 
answer of Epiphanius. Thus did Aerius argue against the practice of the Church: 

"For what reason do ye commemorate after death the names of those that are departed? He that is 
alive prayeth or maketh dispensation" of the mysteries: "what shall the dead be profited hereby? And if 
the prayer of those here do altogether profit them that be there, then let nobody be godly, let no man 
do good, but let him procure some friends, by what means it pleaseth him, either persuading them by 
money, or entreating friends at his death; and let them pray for him that he may suffer nothing there, 
and that those inexpiable sins which he hath committed may not be required at his hands." 

This was AeriusEs argumentation, which would have been of force indeed if the whole Church had held, 
as many did, that the judgment after death was suspended until the general resurrection, and that in 
the meantime the sins of the dead might be taken away by the suffrages of the living. But he should 
have considered, as Stephanus Gobarus, who was as great an heretic as himself, did, that the doctors 
were not agreed upon the point; some of them maintaining 

"that the soul of every one that departed out of this life received very great profit by the prayers and 
oblations and alms that were performed for him;" and others, "on the contrary side, that it was not so;" 

and that it was a foolish part in him to confound the private opinion of some with the common faith of 
the universal Church. That he reproved this particular error, which seemeth to have gotten head in his 
time, as being most plausible to the multitude, and very pleasing unto the looser sort of Christians, 



therein he did well: but that thereupon he condemned the general practice of the Church, which had no 
dependence upon that erroneous conceit, therein he did like unto himself, headily and perversely. For 
the Church, in her commemorations and prayers for the dead, had no relation at all unto those that had 
led their lives lewdly and dissolutely, as appeareth plainly, both by the author of the Ecclesiastical 
Hierarchy, and by divers other evidences before alleged; but unto those that led their lives in such a 
godly manner as gave pregnant hope unto the living that their souls were at rest with GOD: and to such 
as these alone did it wish the accomplishment of that which remained of their redemption; to wit, their 
public justification and solemn acquittal at the last day, and their perfect consummation of bliss, both in 
body and soul, in the kingdom of heaven for ever after. Not that the event of these things was conceived 
to be any ways doubtful, (for we have been told that things may be prayed for, the event whereof is 
known to be most certain;) but because the commemoration thereof was thought to serve for special 
use, not only in regard of the manifestation of the affection of the living toward the dead, (he that 
prayed, as Dionysius noteth, 

"desiring other men's gifts as if they were his own graces,") 

but also in respect of the consolation and instruction which the living might receive thereby, as 
Epiphanius, in his answer to Aerius, doth more particularly declare. 

The objection of Aerius was this: the commemorations and prayers used in the Church being no profit to 
the dead, therefore as an unprofitable thing they are to be rejected. To this doth Epiphanius thus frame 
his answer: 

"As for the reciting of the names of those that are deceased, what can be better than this? what more 
commodious and more admirable? that such as are present do believe that they who are departed do 
live, and are not extinguished, but are still being and living with the Lord; and that this most pious 
preaching might be declared, that they who pray for their brethren have hope of them, as being in a 
peregrination." 

Which is as much in effect as if he had denied AeriusEs consequence, and answered him, that although 
the dead were not profited by this action, yet it did not therefore follow that it should be condemned as 
altogether unprofitable, because it had a singular use otherwise; namely, to testify the faith and the 
hope of the living concerning the dead: the faith, in "declaring them to be alive," (for so doth Dionysius 
also expound the Church's intention in her public nomination of the dead,) 

"and as divinity teacheth, not mortified, but translated from death unto a most divine life;" 

the hope, in that they signified hereby that they accounted their brethren to have departed from them 
no otherwise than as if they had been in a journey, with expectation to meet them afterward; and by 
this means made a difference betwixt themselves and others which had no hope. Then doth Epiphanius 
proceed further in answering the same objection, after this manner: 

"The prayer also which is made for them doth profit, although it do not cut off all their sins; yet 
forasmuch as whilst we are in this world, we oftentimes slip both unwillingly and with our will, it serveth 
to signify that which is more perfect. For we make a memorial both for the just and for sinners; (for 
sinners, entreating the mercy of GOD; for the just, both the fathers, and patriarchs, the prophets, and 
apostles, and evangelists, and martyrs, and confessors, bishops also and anchorites, and the whole 
order,) that we may sever our Lord JESUS CHRIST from the rank of all other men by the honour that we 
do unto him, and that we may yield worship unto him." 



Which, as far as I apprehend him, is no more than if he had thus replied unto Aerius: Although the 
prayer that is made for the dead do not cut off all their sins, which is the only thing that thou goest 
about to prove, yet doth it profit notwithstanding for another purpose; namely, to signify the 
supereminent perfection of our Saviour CHRIST above the rest of the sons of men, who are subject to 
manifold slips and falls as long as they live in this world. 

For as well the righteous with their involuntary slips, as sinners with their voluntary falls, do come within 
the compass of these commemorations; wherein prayers are made both for sinners that repent, and for 
righteous persons that have no such need of repentance: for sinners, that being by their repentance 
recovered out of the snare of the devil, they may find mercy of the Lord at the last day, and be freed 
from the fire prepared for the devil and his angels; for the righteous, that they may be recompensed in 
the resurrection of the just, and received into the kingdom prepared for them from the foundation of 
the world. Which kind of prayer being made for the best men that ever lived, even the patriarchs, 
prophets, apostles, evangelists, and martyrs themselves, CHRIST only excepted, showeth, that the profit 
which the Church intended should be reaped therefrom, was not so much the taking away the sins of 
the parties that were prayed for, as the honouring of their Lord above them; it being hereby declared, 

"that our Lord is not to be compared unto any man, though man live in righteousness a thousand times 
and more. For how should that be possible, considering that the one is GOD, the other man?" 

as the praying to the one, and for the other, doth discover; 

"and the one is in heaven, the other in earth, by the reason of the remains of the body yet resting in the 
earth," 

until the day of the resurrection, unto which all these prayers had special reference. This do I conceive 
to be the right meaning of Epiphanius's answer, as suiting best both with the general intention of the 
Church, which he taketh upon him to vindicate from the misconstruction of Aerius, and with the 
application thereof unto his objection, and with the known doctrine of Epiphanius, delivered by him 
elsewhere in these terms: 

"After death there is no help to be gotten, either by godliness or by repentance. For Lazarus doth not go 
there unto the rich man, nor the rich man unto Lazarus; neither doth Abraham send any of his spoils, 
that the poor may be afterward made rich thereby; neither doth the rich man obtain that wihch he 
ask;eth, although he entreat merciful Abraham with instant supplication. For the garners are sealed up, 
and the time is fulfilled, and the combat is finished, and the lists are voided, and the garlands are given, 
and such as have fought are at rest, and such as have not obtained are gone , and such as have not 
fought cannot now be present in tin.e, and such as have been overthrown in the lists are cast out, and 
all things are clearly finished, after that we are once departed from hence." 

And for the general intention of the Church, beside what already hath been at large declared of the 
times past, let us a little compare the ancient practice of Praying for the dead maintained by Epiphanius, 
with the footsteps which, remain thereof in the Euchologue used by the Grecians at this very day. For 

First, that the parties prayed for are not supposed to be in any place of torment, appeareth by that 
speech which they apply to the party deceased, even in the midst of the prayers which they make for 
the forgiveness of his sins and the resting of his soul; 

"Blessed is the way wherein thou art going to-day, brother; for to thee is prepared a place of rest." 



And by the prayer following: 


"He is from hence departed breathless, thither where there is the reward of his works, thither where 
there is the joy of all the saints, with whom rest thou this deceased person, 0 GOD, of thy mercy and 
loving kindness." 

Secondly, that they make these prayers as well for the righteous as for sinners, this orison, among 
others, doth demonstrate: 

"The faithful which have left this life holily, and removed to thee their Lord, receive benignly, giving 
them rest out of thy tender mercy." 

Thirdly, that in these prayers they aim at those ends expressed by Epiphanius, as well the testifying their 
belief of the peregrination of their brethren and their living with the Lord, as the putting a difference 
betwixt CHRIST our Saviour and all other men how blessed soever, (in respect the one is GOD, the other 
but men; the one after his glorious resurrection remaineth now mortal in heaven, the other continue yet 
in a state of dissolution, with their bodies resting in the earth in expectation of the resurrection; the 
purity and perfection of the one is most absolute, the manifold failings of the very best of the other such 
that they stand in need of mercy and pardon;) this prayer following may witness: 

"Receive, 0 Lord, our prayers and supplications, and give rest unto all our fathers, and mothers, and 
brethren, and sisters, and children, and all our other kindred and alliance; and unto all souls that rest 
before us in hope of the everlasting resurrection. And place their spirits and their bodies in the book of 
life, in the bosoms of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the region of the living, in the kingdom of 
heaven, in the paradise of delight, by thy bright angels bringing all into thy holy mansions. Raise also our 
bodies together with theirs in the day which thou hast appointed, according to thy holy and sure 
promises. It is not a death then, 0 Lord, unto thy servants, when we flit from the body and go home to 
thee our GOD, but a translation from a sorrowful state unto a better and more delightful, and a 
refreshment and joy. And if we have sinned in any thing against thee, be gracious both unto us and unto 
them. Forasmuch as no man is clean from pollution before thee, no, though his life were but of one day, 
thou alone excepted who didst appear upon earth without sin, JESUS CHRIST our Lord, by whom we all 
hope to obtain mercy and pardon of our sins: therefore, as a good and merciful God, release and forgive 
both us and them pardon offences as well voluntary as involuntary, of knowledge and of ignorance, both 
manifest and hidden, in deed, in thought, in word, in all our conversations and motions. And to those 
that are gone before us grant freedom and release, to us that remain bless, granting a good and a 
peaceable end both to us and to all thy people." 

Whereunto this other short prayer also for one that is deceased may be added: 

"None, no, not one man hath been without sin but thou alone, 0 Immortal. Therefore, as a GOD full of 
compassion, place thy servant in light with the quires of thine angels; by thy tender mercy passing over 
his iniquities, and granting him the resurrection." 

Lastly, that these prayers have principal relation to the judgment of the great day, and do respect the 
escaping of the unquenchable fire of Gehenna, not the temporal flames of any imaginary purgatory, is 
plain, both by these kinds of prosopopEias, which they attribute to the deceased: 

"Supplicate with tears unto Christ, who is to judge my poor soul, that he would deliver me from that fire 
which is unquenchable." 




"I beseech all my acquaintance and my friends, make mention of me in the day of Judgment, that I may 
find mercy at that dreadful tribunal." 

"Bemired with sins and naked of good deeds, I that am worms' meat, cry in spirit. Cast not me, wretch, 
away from thy face; place me not on thy left hand, who with thy hands didst fashion me; but give rest 
unto him whom thou hast taken away by thy commands, 0 Lord, for thy great mercyffls sake." 

And by these prayers, which are accordingly tendered for him by the living: 

"When in unspeakable glory thou dost come dreadfully to judge the whole world, vouchsafe, 0 
Redeemer, that this thy faithful servant, whom thou hast taken from the earth, may in the clouds meet 
thee cheerfully." 

"They who have been dead from the beginning, with terrible and fearful trembling standing at thy 
tribunal, await thy just censure, 0 Saviour, and receive GOD'S righteous judgment. At that time, 0 Lord 
and Saviour, spare thy servant, who in faith is gone unto thee, and vouchsafe unto him thine everlasting 
joy and bliss." 

"None shall fly there the dreadful tribunal of thy judgment. All kings and princes with servants stand 
together, and hear the dreadful voice of the Judge condemning the people which have sinned into hell, 
from which, 0 CHRIST, deliver thy servant." 

"At that time, 0 CHRIST, spare him whom thou hast translated hence." 

"0 Lord our only King, vouchsafe, we beseech thee, thine heavenly kingdom, to thy servant, whom thou 
hast now translated hence, and then preserve him uncondemned when every mortal wight shall stand 
before thee the Judge to receive their judgment." 

We are to consider then, that the prayers and oblations, for rejecting whereof Aerius was reproved, 
were not such as are used in the Church of Rome at this day, but such as were used by the ancient 
Church at that time, and for the most part retained by the Greek Church at this present. And therefore 
as we, in condemning of the one, have nothing to do with Aerius or his cause, so the Romanists, who 
dislike the other as much as ever Aerius did, must be content to let us alone, and take the charge of 
Aerianism home unto themselves. Popish prayers and oblations for the dead, we know, do wholly 
depend upon the belief of Purgatory: if those of the ancient Church did so too, how cometh it to pass 
that Epiphanius doth not directly answer Aerius, as a papist would do now that they brought singular 
profit to the dead by delivering their tormented souls out of the flames of Purgatory; but forgetting as 
much as once to make mention of Purgatory, (the sole foundation of these suffrages for the dead, in our 
adversary's judgment,) doth troubel himself and his cause with bringing in such far-fetched reasons as 
these: that they who performed this duty did intend to signify thereby that their brethren departed 
were not perished, but remained still alive with the Lord; and to put a diference betwixt the high 
perfection of our Saviour Christ, and the general frailty of the best of all his servants? Take away popish 
Purgatory on the other side, (which in the days of Aerius and Epiphanius needed not to be taken away, 
because it was not as yet hatched,) and all the reasons produced by Epiphanius will not withhold our 
Romanists from absolutely subscribing to the opinion of Aerius; this being a case with them resolved, 
that 

"if Purgatory be not admitted after death, Prayer for the dead must be unprofitable." 

But though Thomas Aquinas and his abettors determined so, we must not, therefore, think that 



Epiphanius was of the same mind, who lived in a time wherein Prayers were usually made for them that 
never were dreamed to have been in Purgatory, and yieldeth those reasons of that usage, which 
overthrew the former consequence of Thomas, every whit as much as the supposition of Aerius. 

For Aerius and Thomas both agree in this, that prayer for the dead would be altogether unprofitable, if 
the dead themselves received not special benefit thereby. This doth Epiphanius, defending the ancient 
use of these Prayers in the Church, show to be untrue, by producing other profits that redound from 
thence unto the living; partly by the public signification of their faith, hope and charity toward the 
deceased; partly by the honour that they did unto the Lord Jesus, in exempting him from he common 
condition of the rest of mankind. And to make it appear that these things were mainly intended by the 
Church in her memorial for the dead, and not the cutting off of the sins which they carried with them 
out of this life, or the releasing of them out of any torment, he allegeth, as we have heard, that not only 
the meaner sort of Christians, but also the best of them, without exception, even the prophets and 
apostles, and martyrs themselves, were comprehended therein. From whence, by our adversary's good 
leave, we will make bold to frame this syllogism: 

They who reject that kind of praying and offering for the dead which was practised by the Church in the 
days of Aerius, are in that point flat Aerians. 

But the Romanists do reject that kind of praying and offering for the dead which was practised by the 
Church in the days of Aerius. 

Therefore the Romanists are in this point flat Aerians. 

The assumption or second part of this argument, (for the first, we think, nobody will deny,) is thus 
proved: 

They who are of the judgment that prayers and oblations should not be made for such as are believed to 
be in bliss do reject that kind of praying and offering for the dead which was practised by the ancient 
Church. 

But the Romanists are of this judgment. 

Therefore they reject that kind of praying and offering for the dead which was practised by the ancient 
Church. 

The truth of the first of these propositions doth appear by the testimony of Epiphanius, compared with 
those many other evidences whereby we have formerly proved, that it was the custom of the ancient 
Church to make prayers and oblations for them of whose resting in peace and bliss there was no doubt 
at all conceived. The verity of the second is manifested by the confession of the Romanists themselves, 
who reckon this for one of their "Catholic verities," that suffrages should not be offered for the dead 
that reign with Christ; and, therefore, that an ancient "form of praying for the apostles, martyrs, and the 
rest of the saints, is by disuse deservedly abolished," saith Alphonsus Mendoza. Nay, to offer sacrifices 
and prayers to GOD for those that are in bliss, is "plainly absurd and impious," in the judgment o the 
Jesuit Azorius; who was not aware that thereby he did outstrip Aerius in condemning the practice of the 
ancient Church, as far as the censuring it only to be "unprofitable," (for what shall the dead be profited 
thereby? was the furthest that Aerius durst to go) cometh short of rejecting it as "absurd and impious." 
And, therefore, our adversaries may do well to purge themselves first from the blot of Arianism which 
sticketh so fast unto them, before they be so ready to cast the aspersion thereof upon others. 



fJ5. Of the profit of Prayers for the Dead to the Persons prayed for. 

IN the mean time, the reader who desireth to be rightly informed in the judgment of Antiquity, touching 
this point, is to remember that these two questions must necessarily be distinguished in this enquiry: 
whether prayers and oblations were to le made for the dead? and, whether the dead did receive any 
peculiar profit thereby? In the latter of these we shall find great difference among the doctors; in the 
former very little, or none at all. For 

"howsoever all did not agree about the state of the souls," saith Cassander, an indifferent Papist, "which 
might receive profit by these things, yet all did judge this duty as a testimony of their love towards the 
dead, and a profession of their faith, touching the soulEs immortality, and the future resurrection, to be 
acceptable unto God and profitable to the Church." 

Therefore for condemning the general practice of the Church herein, which aimed at those good ends 
before expressed, Aerius was condemned; but for denying that the dead received profit thereby, either 
for the pardon of the sins which before were unremitted, or for the cutting off, or mitigation of any 
torments that they did endure in the other world, the Church did never condemn him; for that ras no 
new thing invented by him. Diverse worthy men, before and after him, declared themselves to be of the 
same mind, and were never, for all that, charged with the least suspicion of heresy. 

"The narration of Lazarus and the rich man," saith the author of the Questions and Answers, in the 
works of Justin Martyr, "presenteth this doctrine unto us, that after the departure of the soul out of the 
body, men cannot by any providence or care, obtain any profit." 

"Then," saith Gregory Nazianzen, "in vain shall any one go about to relieve those that lament. Here men 
may have a remedy, but afterwards there is nothing but bonds," or "all things are fast bound." For, 
"after death, the punishment of sin is remediless," saith Theodoret; and, "the dead," saith Diodorus 
Tarsensis, "have no hope of any succour from man." 

And therefore St. Jerome doth conclude, that 

"while we are in this present world we may be able to help one another either by our prayers, or by our 
counsels; but when we shall come before the judgment-seat of Christ, neither Job, nor Daniel, nor Noah, 
can entreat for any one, but every one must bear his own burden." 

Other doctors were of another judgment, that the dead received special profit by the prayers and 
oblations of the living, either for the remission of their sins or the easing of their punishment. But 
whether this were restrained to smaller offences only, or such as lived and died in great sins might be 
made partakers of the same benefit; and whether these menffls torments might be lessened only 
thereby, or in tract of time quite extinguished, they did not agree upon. Stephanus Gobarus, whom 
before I alleged, made a collection of the different sentences of the Fathers, whereof some contained 
the received doctrine of the Church, others the unallowable opinions of certain of the ancient that 
varied therefrom. Of this latter kind he maketh this sentence to be one: 

"That such sinners as be delivered unto punishment are purged from their sins, and after their purging 
are freed from their punishment; albeit, not all who are delivered unto punishment be thus purged and 
freed, but some only;" whereas "the true sentence of the Church was, that none at all was freed from 
punishment." 



If that were the true sentence of the Church, that none of those who suffered punishment in the other 
world were ever freed from the same, then the applying of prayers to the helping of men's souls out of 
any such, punishments must be referred to the erroneous apprehension of some particular men, and 
not to the general intention of the ancient Church; from which in this point, as in many others beside, 
the latter Church of Rome hath swerved and quite gone astray. The ancient writer of the Ecclesiastical 
Hierarchy, handling this matter of praying for the dead profess sedly, doth by way of objection move this 
doubt: 

"To what purpose should the Bishop entreat the divine Goodness to grant remission of sins unto the 
dead, and a like glorious inheritance with those that have followed God?" 

seeing by such prayers he can be brought to no other rest but that which is fitting for him, and 
answerable unto the life which he hath here led. If our Romish divinity had been then acknowledged by 
the Church, there had been no place left to such questions and doubts as these. The matter might easily 
have been answered, that though a man did die in a state of grace, yet was he not presently to be 
admitted unto the place of rest, but must first be reckoned withal, both for the committal of those 
smaller faults unto which, through human frailty, he was daily subject, and for the not performance of 
full penance and satisfaction for the greater sins, into which in this life he had fallen: and Purgatory 
being the place wherein he must be cleansed from the one, and make up the just payment of the other, 
these prayers were directed unto God for the delivery of the poor soul, which was not now in case to 
help itself out of that place of torment. 

But this author, taking upon him the person of St. PaulEs scholar, and professing to deliver herein 
"that tradition which he had received from his divine Master," 
saith no such thing, but giveth in this for his answer: 

"The divine Bishop, as the Scriptures witness, is the interpreter of the divine judgments; for he is the 
angel of the Lord God Almighty. He hath learned, therefore, out of the oracles delivered by God, that a 
most glorious and divine life is by his just judgment worthily awarded to them that have lived holily, his 
divine goodness and kindness passing over those blots which by human frailty he had contracted; for as 
much as no man, as the Scriptures speak, is free from pollution. The Bishop, therefore, knowing these 
things to be promised by the true oracles, prayeth that they may accordingly come to pass, and those 
sacred rewards may be bestowed upon them that have lived holily." 

The Bishop at that time belike did not know so much as our popish Bishops do now, that God's servants 
must dearly smart in Purgatory for the sins wherewith they were overtaken through human infirmity; he 
believed that God of his merciful goodness would pass by those slips, and that such after-reckonings as 
these should give no stoppage to the present bestowing of those holy rewards upon the children of the 
promise. 

"Therefore the divine Bishop," saith our author, "asketh those things which were promised by God, and 
are grateful to him, and without doubt will be granted; thereby as well manifesting his own good 
disposition unto God, who is a lover of the good, as declaring like an interpreter unto them that be 
present the gifts that shall befall to such as are holy." 

He further also addeth, that 

"The Bishops have a separating power, as the interpreters of Gods judgments," 



according to that commission of Christ, Whose sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them; and whose 
ye shall retain, they are retained: and whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, shall be bound in heaven; 
and whatsoever thou shalt loose upon earth, shall be loosed in heaven. Now, as in the use of the keys 
the schoolmen following St. Jerome do account the minister to be the interpreter only of GodEs 
judgment, by declaring what is done by him in the binding or loosing of menEs sins; so doth this author 
here give them power only to 

"separate those that are already judged of God," and, by way of "declaration and convoy to bring in 
those that are beloved of God, and to exclude such as are ungodly." 

And if the power which the ministers have received by the aforesaid commission do extend itself to any 
further real operation upon the living, Pope Gelasius will deny that it may be stretched in like manner 
unto the dead; because that Christ saith, Whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth. 

"He saith, upon earth; for he that dieth bound is nowhere said to be loosed." 

And 

"that which a man remaining in his body hath not received, being unclothed of his flesh he cannot 
obtain," 

saith Leo. Whether the dead received profit by the prayers of the living, was still a question in the 
Church. Maximus, in his Greek Scholies upon the writer of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, wisheth us to 

"mark, that even before" that writerEs "time this doubt was questioned." 

Among the questions wherein Dulcitius desired to be resolved by St. Augustine, we find this to be one: 

"Whether the offering that is made for the dead did avail their souls any thing ?" Many "did say to this, 
that if herein any good were to be done after death, how much rather should the soul itself obtain ease 
for itself by its own confessing of her sins there, than that for the ease thereof an oblation should be 
procured by other men." 

The like also is noted by Cyril, or rather John, Bishop of Jerusalem, that he 

"knew many who said thus: What profit doth the soul get that goeth out of this world, either with sins or 
not with sins if you make mention of it in prayer?" 

And by Anastasius Sinaita, or NicEnus: 

"Some do doubt, saying that the dead are not profited by the oblations that are made for them." 

And long after them by Petrus Cluniacensis, in his treatise against the followers of Peter Bruse, in 
France: 

"That the good deeds of the living may profit the dead, both these heretics do deny, and some Catholics 
also do seem to doubt." 

Nay, in the West, not the profit only, but the lawfulness also of these doings for the dead was called in 
question; as partly may be collected by Boniface, Archbishop of Mentz's consulting with Pope Gregory, 
about 730 years after the birth of our Saviour, 



"whether it were lawful to offer oblations for the dead," 


(which he should have no reason to do if no question had been made thereof among the Germans); and 
is plainly delivered by Hugo Etherianus, about 1170 years after Christ, in these words: 

"I know that many are deformed with vain opinions, thinking that the dead are not to be prayed for, 
because that neither Christ, nor the Apostles that succeeded him have intimated these things in the 
Scriptures. But they are ignorant that there be many things, and those exceeding necessary, frequented 
by the Holy Church, the tradition whereof is not had in the Scriptures; and yet they pertain nevertheless 
to the worship of God, and obtain great strength." 

Whereby it may appear that this practice wanted not opposition even then, when in the Papacy it was 
advanced unto its greatest height. 


REMARKS 

So far Archbishop Ussher. The objects of making the above extract from his learned work have been as 
follows: first, in order to present before the reader a clear and conclusive argument against the 
Romanists, whose tenet of Purgatory seems therein to be fairly encountered and exposed. This, be it 
observed, is proposed as the chief object of this series of Tracts; viz. to erect safe and substantial 
bulwarks for the Anglican believer against the Church of Rome, to draw clear and intelligible lines, which 
may allow him securely to expatiate in the rich pastures of Catholicism, without the reasonable dread, 
that he, as an individual, may fall into that great snare which has bewildered the whole Latin Church, the 
snare of Popery. And it is conceived that the foregoing citation from Ussher proves thus much at least, 
that Romanism is not the pure creed of antiquity, that the tenet of Purgatory in particular is but the 
gradual creation of centuries, and has no claim on our consideration. 

In all controversy it is a great point to keep on the offensive, and it is well we should be seriously aware 
of this, and use our advantage. Romanists have been entangling us too long in questions which our 
deficient knowledge of antiquity has kept us from retorting on themselves. The true answer to their 
accusations is to adduce, as we may well do, counter charges: which are not only more effective, both 
from their nature and their number, than any which they can bring against us, but especially from the 
circumstance that they profess in all matters of faith to be infallible. 

A second motive for the foregoing republication has been a hope to obviate a danger to which 
controversialists will be exposed, who have not mastered the facts of the case. It is shown in the above 
pages, that it does not follow, that, though Prayers for the dead were an Apostolical institution, 
(granting it,) that therefore Purgatory was; whereas unlearned persons, when assailed by Romanists, 
may be, and doubtless have been, overcome and converted by arguments which reach far short of the 
Roman doctrine in dispute. 

It may serve as a suitable ending to this Paper, to present the reader with an account of the 
circumstances under which the Commemoration for the Dead was omitted from our own Liturgy. Some 
information on the general subject of the Primitive Commemoration will be found in No. 63 of these 
Tracts. 

In 1548, the second year of King Edward, it was determined by the King in Council to draw up a public 
liturgy. "This Service Book," says Collier, (History, vol. ii. page 252,) "when confirmed in Parliament, it 



was supposed would effect a more general compliance. For then the pretences of defective authority in 
a Privy Council, would be all out of doors. To this purpose the Committee of Bishops and Divines . . . 
were ordered to attend the king on the first of September." . . . "This Committee of Bishops and 
Divines," he proceeds, "set down this (as is very well observed) for a general rule, not to change any 
thing for the sake of novelty. In this performance they resolved to govern themselves by the word of 

God and the precedent of the Primitive Church.Their business was only to brighten what had been 

rusted by time, to discharge the innovations of latter ages, and bring things up to the primitive standard. 
To this purpose, it was very prudently agreed to make use of none but English help. When Calvin heard 
of the farther advances of Reformation, he offered Cranmer his assistance, but was happily refused by 
the Archbishop. It is true he gave Martin Bucer and Peter Martyr, two eminent divines, an invitation to 
our Universities; but the Liturgy, as Heylin proves, was finished before their arrival." 

The compilation which was the subject of these deliberations is called the First Book of King Edward, and 
in it the Burial Service proceeded as follows, to use the words of the same author. 

"In the office for the Burial of the Dead, when the priest throws earth upon the corpse, he says, 

01 commend thy soul to GOD the Father Almighty, and thy body to the ground,' &c. 

0And the next prayer begins thus: 

0We commend into thy hands of Mercy, most merciful Father, the soul of this our brother departed: .. . 
that when the judgment shall come which Thou hast committed to Thy well beloved Son, both this our 
brother and we may be found acceptable in Thy sight, and we may receive Thy blessing,0 &c. 

"The next prayer stands thus: 

0Almighty GOD, we give Thee hearty thanks for this Thy servant, whom Thou hast delivered from the 
miseries of this wretched world, from the body of death and all temptation; and as we trust, hast 
brought his soul, which he committed into Thy holy hands, into sure consolation and rest. Grant, we 
beseech Thee, that at the day of judgment, his soul and all the souls of Thy elect, departed out of this 
life, may with us and we with them fully receive Thy promise, and be made perfect altogether, through 
the glorious resurrection of thy Son, JESUS CHRIST our Lord. 

"After the second Lesson, 'Lord have mercy upon us,' &c. and the Lord's Prayer, the Priest says, 

0Enter not, 0 Lord, into judgment with Thy servant: 

0Ans. For in Thy sight no living creature shall be justified. 

0Pr. From the gates of hell, 

0Ans. Deliver their souls, 0 Lord. 

0Pr. I believe to see the goodness of the Lord, 

0Ans. In the land of the living. 

0Pr. 0 Lord, graciously hear my prayer, 

0Ans. And let my cry come unto Thee.0 
"Then follows this prayer: 


00 Lord, with whom do live the spirits of them that be dead, and in whom the souls of them that be 
elected after they be delivered from the burden of the flesh, be in joy and felicity: grant unto this Thy 
servant that the sins which he committed in this world be not imputed unto him, but that he, escaping 
the gates of hell, and pains of eternal darkness, may ever dwell in the regions of light, with Abraham, 




Isaac, and Jacob, in the place where is no weeping, sorrow, nor heaviness; and when that dreadful day 
of the resurrection shall come, make him to rise also with the just and righteous, and receive this body 
again to glory, then made pure and incorruptible. Set him on the right hand of Thy Son JESUS CHRIST, 
among Thy holy and elect, that there he may hear with them these most sweet and comfortable words, 
Come to me, ye blessed.' &c.... 

"At the Burial of the Dead, there is an order for the Communion, I shall only mention what is particular 
to the occasion. First, the 42nd Psalm is said by way of introduction. The Collect is now used at burials: it 
begins thus 00 merciful GOD, the Father,0 &c. The epistle is taken out of 1 Thess. [iv. ?] I 3, and the 
gospel is John vi. 37040. Receiving the holy Eucharist is not without precedent in the Primitive Church, 
as appears by Canon 44th of the Council of Carthage.... Upon this Canon the learned Bishop Beveridge 
cites a passage of St. Austin, to prove the custom of recommending the dead to GOD ALMIGHTY upon 
such occasions." 

So much for King Edward0s first Book; now let us pass to the transactions of 1551. 

"Much greater alterations," says Collier, "were now coming forward. The Common Prayer Book was to 
be revised; Calvin, Bucer, and Peter Martyr, by making exceptions against the Service established, had 
their share in bringing on this change. Calvin, who thought himself wiser than the Ancient Church, and fit 
to dictate religion to all countries in Christendom, had taken no small pains in this matter," . . . and, 
"being apprehensive he might not pass altogether for an oracle with the Council and Bishops, [he] tried 
his interest in other places, and pushed his design by his agents in the court, the country, and the 
Universities. Bucer was a strong second to Calvin, and what efforts he made has been seen already. 
Peter Martyr agreed to Bucer0s amendments, as appears by his letter in which there are some 
remarkable passages. For the purpose, 0he gives God thanks, for making himself and Bucer instrumental 
in putting the Bishops in mind of the exceptionable places in the Common Prayer. The Archbishop 
Cranmer told him they had met about this business, and concluded on a great many alterations, but 
what those corrections were, Cranmer did not acquaint him, neither durst he take the freedom to 
inquire. But that which pleases me not a little,0 continues Martyr, 0Sir John Cheek acquaints me, that if 
the Bishops refuse to consent to the altering what is necessary, the King is resolved to do it himself, and 
recommend that affair at the next Session of Parliament.0 These foreign divines had gained the esteem 
of some of the English Bishops so far, that in last year0s Convocation, there was a contest in the upper 
house concerning some controverted passages in the Common Prayer Book." 

As to the subject before us, Collier observes; "The custom" [of praying for the dead] "seems to have 
gone upon this principle, that supreme happiness is not to be expected till the resurrection; and that in 
the interval between death and the end of the world is a state of imperfect bliss. The Church might, 
therefore, believe her prayers for good people departed might improve their condition, and raise the 
satisfactions of this period." Bucer0s objections to the usage were, according to Collier, as follows: "He 
urges this text of St. John, 'He that hears my word, and believes on Him that sent me, has everlasting 
life, and shall not come into condemnation.0 He likewise cites a passage from the Romans, where it is 
said, 'Whatsoever is not of faith, is sin.... He argues from it thus, that nothing can be done in faith, 
without an express warrant from Scripture, or that stands upon a conclusion evidently inferred from 
some inspired text; but Prayer for the Dead stands upon neither of these grounds, and therefore ought 

to be waved.There is another text urged in favour of Bucer0s opinion, 0Blessed are the Dead which 

die in the Lord from henceforth; yea, saith the Spirit, that they may rest from their labours, and their 
works do follow them.0 .... 

"To proceed, the Common Prayer Book was brought to a review, and altered to the same form in which 




it stands at present, some little variations for clearing ambiguities excepted. . . The Prayers for persons 
deceased, in the Communion Service and the Office of Burial, are expunged." 

Such is the history of the present state of opinion in the English Church touching Prayers for the Dead. 
The chief reason against the usage is given by implication, in the third part of the Homily on Prayer, 
which proceeds on the ground that such Prayers are essentially connected with belief in Purgatory. This 
argument is well commented on by a recent writer in the following passaged 

"In primitive times," says Mr. Palmer, "these Commemorations" [in the Holy Communion] "were 
accompanied by Prayers for the departed. When the custom of praying for the dead began in the 
Christian Church, has never been ascertained. We find traces of the practice in the second century, and 
either then, or shortly after, it appears to have been customary in all parts of the Church. The first 
person who objected to such prayers was Aerius, who lived in the fourth century, but his arguments 
were answered by various writers, and did not produce any effect in altering the immemorial practice of 
praying for those that rest. Accordingly, from that time all the Liturgies in the world contained such 
prayers. These facts being certain, it becomes a matter of some interest and importance to ascertain the 
reasons which Justified the omission of these Prayers in the Liturgy of the English Church for the first 
time in the reign of King Edward VI. Some persons will perhaps say that this sort of prayer is 
unscriptural; that it infers either the Romish doctrine of Purgatory, or something else which is contrary 
to the revealed will of God, or the nature of things. But when we reflect that the great divines of the 
English Church have not taken this ground, and that the Church of England herself has never formally 
condemned Prayers for the Dead, but only omitted them in her Liturgy, we may perhaps think that there 
are some other reasons to justify that omission. 

"The true justification of the Church of England is to be found in her zeal for the purity of the Christian 
faith, and for the welfare of all her members. It is too well known that the erroneous doctrine of 
Purgatory had crept into the Western Church, and n as held by many of the clergy and people. Prayers 
for the departed were represented as an absolute proof that the Church had always held the doctrine of 
Purgatory. The deceitfulness of this argument can only be estimated by the fact, that many persons at 
this day, who deny the doctrine of Purgatory, assert positively that the custom of praying for the 
departed infers a belief in Purgatory. If persons of education are deceived by this argument, which has 
been a hundred times refuted, how is it possible that the uneducated classes could ever have got rid of 
the persuasion that their Church held the doctrine of Purgatory, if prayers for the departed had been 
continued in the Liturgy? Would not this custom, in fact, have rooted the error of Purgatory in their 
minds? If then the Church of England omitted public Prayer for the departed Saints, it was to remove the 
errors and superstitions of the people, and to preserve the purity of the Christian faith.... 

"It was therefore relinquished, and the happy consequence was, that all the people gradually became 
free of the error of Purgatory. Thenceforward the Catholic doctrine prevailed in England, that the 
righteous after death are immediately translated to a region of peace, refreshment, and joy; while the 
wicked are consigned to the place of torment from whence there is no escape. And, when the doctrine 
of Purgatory had been extirpated, the English Church restored the Commemoration of Saints departed 
in the Liturgy;" [viz. at the end of the Prayer for the Church Militant;] "which had been omitted for many 
years, from the same cautious and pious regard to the souls of her children." 

OXFORD, 

The Feast of the Epiphany 



Tracts for the Times Tract Number 73 On the Introduction of Rationalistic Principles into Religion. 


IT is not intended in the following pages to enter into any general view of so large a subject as 
Rationalism, nor to attempt any philosophical account of it; but, after defining it sufficiently for the 
purpose in hand, to direct attention to a very peculiar and subtle form of it existing covertly in the 
popular religion of this day. With this view two writers, not of our own Church, though of British origin, 
shall pass under review, Mr. Erskine and Mr. Jacob Abbott. 

This is the first time that a discussion of (what may be called) a personal nature has appeared in these 
Tracts, which have been confined to the delineation and enforcement of principles and doctrines. 
However, in this case, while it was important to protest against certain views of the day, it was found 
that this could not be intelligibly done, without referring to the individuals who have inculcated them. Of 
these the two authors above mentioned seemed at once the most influential and the most original; and 
Mr. Abbott being a foreigner, and Mr. Erskine having written sixteen years since, there seemed a 
possibility of introducing their names without seriously encroaching on the province of a Review. 

It will be my business first to explain what I mean by Rationalism, and then to illustrate the description 
given of it from the writings of the two authors in question. 

§. 1-The Rationalistic and the Catholic Spirit compared together. 

To Rationalize is to ask for reasons out of place; to ask improperly how we are to account for certain 
things, to be unwilling to believe them unless they can be accounted for, i. e. referred to something else 
as a cause, to some existing system as harmonizing with them or taking them up into itself. Again, since 
whatever is assigned as the reason for the original fact canvassed, admits in turn of a like question being 
raised about itself, unless it be ascertainable by the senses, and be the subject of personal experience, 
Rationalism is bound properly to pursue onward its course of investigation on this principle, and not to 
stop till it can directly or ultimately refer to self as a witness, whatever is offered to its acceptance. Thus 
it is characterised by two peculiarities; its love of systematizing, and its basing its system upon personal 
experience, on the evidence of sense. In both respects it stands opposed to what is commonly 



understood by the word Faith, or belief in Testimony; for which it deliberately substitutes System (or 
what is popularly called Reason,) and Sight. 

I have said that to act the Rationalist is to be unduly set upon accounting for what is offered for our 
acceptance; unduly, for to seek reasons for what is told us, is natural and innocent in itself. When we are 
informed that this or that event has happened, we are not satisfied to take it as an isolated fact; we are 
inquisitive about it; we are prompted to refer it, if possible, to something we already know, to 
incorporate it into the connected family of truths or facts which we have already received. We like to 
ascertain its position relatively to other things, to view it in connexion with them, to reduce it to a place 
in the series of what is called cause and effect. There is no harm in all this, until we insist upon receiving 
this satisfaction as a necessary condition of believing what is presented for our acceptance, until we set 
up our existing system of knowledge as a legitimate test of the credibility of testimony, until we claim to 
be told the mode of reconciling alleged truths to other truths already known, the how they are, and why 
they are; and then we Rationalize. 

When the rich lord in Samaria said, "Though God shall make windows in heaven, shall this thing be?" he 
rationalized, as professing his inability to discover how Elisha's prophecy was to be fulfilled, and thinking 
in this way to excuse his unbelief. When Naaman objected to bathe in Jordan, it was on the ground of 
his not seeing the means by which Jordan was to cure his leprosy above the rivers of Damascus. "How 
can these things be?" was the objection of Nicodemus to the doctrine of regeneration; and when the 
doctrine of the Holy Communion was first announced "the Jews strove among themselves," in answer to 
their Divine Informant, "saying, How can this man give us His flesh to eat?" When St. Thomas doubted of 
our Lord's resurrection, though his reason for so doing is not given, it plainly lay in the astonishing, 
unaccountable nature of such an event. A like desire of judging for oneself is discernible in the original 
fall of man. Eve did not believe the Tempter, any more than God's word, till she perceived that "the fruit 
was good for food." 

So again, when infidels ask, how prayer can really influence the course of God's providence, or how 
everlasting punishment consists with God's infinite mercy, they rationalize. 

The same spirit shows itself in the restlessness of others to decide how the sun was stopped at Joshua's 
word, how the manna was provided, and the like; forgetting what our Saviour suggests to the 
Sadducees,--"the power of God." 

Rationalism then in fact is a forgetfulness of God's power, disbelief of the existence of a First Cause 
sufficient to account for any events or facts, however marvellous or extraordinary, and a consequent 
measuring of the credibility of things, not by the power and other attributes of God, but by our own 
knowledge; a limiting the possible to the actual, and denying the indefinite range of God's operations 
beyond our means of apprehending them. Mr. Hume openly avows this principle, declaring it to be 
unphilosophical to suppose that Almighty God can do any thing, but what we see he does. And, though 
we may not profess it, we too often, it is to be feared, act upon it at the present day. Instead of looking 
out of ourselves, and trying to catch glimpses of God's workings, from any quarter,-throwing ourselves 
forward upon Him and waiting on Him, we sit at home bringing everything to ourselves, enthroning 
ourselves as the centre of all things, and refusing to believe any thing that does not force itself upon our 
minds as true. Our private judgment is made everything to us,-is contemplated, recognized, and 
referred to as the arbiter of all questions, and as independent of every thing external to us. Nothing is 
considered to have an existence except so far forth as our minds discern it. The notion of half views and 
partial knowledge, of guesses, surmises, hopes and fears, of truths faintly apprehended and not 
understood, of isolated facts in the great scheme of providence, in a word, of Mystery, is discarded. 



Hence a distinction is drawn between what is called Objective and Subjective Truth, and Religion is said 
to consist in a reception of the latter. By Objective Truth is meant the Religious System considered as 
existing in itself, external to this or that particular mind: by Subjective, is meant that which each mind 
receives in particular, and considers to be such. To believe in Objective Truth is to throw ourselves 
forward upon that which we have but partially mastered or made Subjective; to embrace, maintain, and 
use general propositions which are greater than our own capacity, as if we were contemplating what is 
real and independent of human judgment. Such a belief seems to the Rationalist superstitious and 
unmeaning, and he consequently confines faith to the province of Subjective Truth, or to the reception 
of doctrine, as, and so far as it is met and apprehended by the mind, which will be differently in different 
persons, in the shape Of orthodoxy in one, heterodoxy in another; that is, he professes to believe in that 
which he opines, and he avoids the apparent extravagance of such an avowal by maintaining that the 
moral trial involved in faith does not lie in the submission of the reason to external truths partially 
disclosed, but in that candid pursuit of truth which ensures the eventual adoption of that opinion on the 
subject, which is best for us, most natural according to the constitution of our minds, and so divinely 
intended. In short he owns that faith, viewed with reference to its objects, is nevermore than an 
opinion, and is pleasing to God, not as an active principle apprehending different doctrines, but as a 
result and fruit, and therefore an evidence of past diligence, independent inquiry, dispassionateness, 
and the like. Rationalism takes the words of Scripture as signs of Ideas; Faith, of Things or Realities. 

For an illustration of Faith, considered as the reaching forth after and embracing what is beyond the 
mind or Objective, we may refer to St. Paul's description of it in the Ancient Saints; "These all died in 
faith, not having received the promises, but having seen them afar off, and were persuaded of them, 
and embraced them, and confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth;" or to St. 
Peter's; "Of which salvation the Prophets have inquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the 
grace that should come unto you, searching what, or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ which was 
in them, did signify, when it testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ, the glory that should follow; 
unto whom it was revealed, that not unto themselves, but unto us they did minister the things which 
are now reported unto you by them that have evangelized you." Here the faith of the ancient Saints is 
described as employed, not on truths so far as mastered by the mind, but truths beyond it, and even to 
the end withheld from its clear apprehension. 

On the other hand, if we would know to what a temper of mind the Rationalistic Theory of subjective 
Truth really tends, we may study the following passage from a popular review. It will be found to make 
use of the wonders of nature, not as "declaring the glory of God, and showing His handywork," but in 
order to exalt and deify the wisdom of man. Of the almost avowed infidelity contained in it, I do not 
speak. 

"For the civil and political historian the past alone has existence, the present he rarely apprehends, the 
future never. To the historian of science it is permitted, however, to penetrate the depths of past and 
future with equal clearness and certainty; facts to come are to him as present, and not unfrequently 
more assured than facts which are past. Although this clear perception of causes and consequences 
characterizes the whole domain of physical science, and clothes the natural philosopher with powers 
denied to the political and moral inquirer, yet foreknowledge is eminently the privilege of the 
astronomer. Nature has raised the curtain of futurity, and displayed before him the succession of her 
decrees, so far as they affect the physical universe, for countless ages to come; and the revelations of 
which she has made him the instrument, are supported and verified by a never-ceasing train of 
predictions fulfilled. He [the astronomer] "shows us the things which will be hereafter;" not obscurely 
shadowed out in figures and in parables, as must necessarily be the case with other revelations, but 
attended with the most minute precision of time, place, and circumstance. He converts the hours as 



they roll into an ever-present miracle, in attestation of those laws which his Creator through him has 
unfolded; the sun cannot rise, the moon cannot wane, a star cannot twinkle in the firmament without 
bearing testimony to the truth of his [the astronomer's] prophetic records. It has pleased the "Lord and 
Governor" of the world, in his inscrutable wisdom, to baffle our inquiries into the nature and proximate 
cause of that wonderful faculty of intellect,-that image of his own essence which he has conferred upon 

us, &c. &c.But how nobly is the darkness which envelopes metaphysical inquiries compensated by 

the flood of light which is shed upon the physical creation! There all is harmony, and order, and majesty, 
and beauty. From the chaos of social and political phenomena exhibited in human records, phenomena 
unconnected to our imperfect vision by any discoverable law, a war of passions and prejudices governed 
by no apparent purpose, tending to no apparent end, and setting all intelligible order at defiance,-how 
soothing and yet how elevating it is to turn to the splendid spectacle which offers itself to the habitual 
contemplation of the astronomer! How favourable to the development of all the best and highest 
feelings of the soul are such objects! The only passion they inspire being the love of truth, and the 
chiefest pleasure of their votaries arising from excursions through the imposing scenery of the universe, 
scenery on a scale of grandeur and magnificence compared with which whatever we are accustomed to 
call sublimity on our planet, dwindles into ridiculous insignificancy. Most justly has it been said, that 
nature has implanted in our bosoms a craving after the discovery of truth, and assuredly that glorious 
instinct is never more irresistibly awakened than when our notice is directed to what is going on in the 
heavens, &c. 

Here desire after Truth is considered as irreconcileable with acquiescence in doubt. Now if we do not 
believe in a First Cause, then indeed we know nothing except so far as we know it clearly, consistency 
and harmony being the necessary evidence of reality; and so we may reasonably regard doubt as an 
obstacle in the pursuit of Truth. But, on the other hand, if we assume the existence of an unseen Object 
of Faith, then we already possess the main truth, and may well be content even with half views as to His 
operations, for whatever we have is so much gain, and what we do not know does not in that case tend 
at all to invalidate what we do know. 

A few words may be necessary to bring together what has been said. Rationalism then, viewed in its 
essential character, is a refusal to take for granted the existence of a First Cause, in religious inquiries, 
which it prosecutes as if commencing in utter ignorance on the subject. Hence it receives only so much 
as may be strictly drawn out to the satisfaction of the reason, advancing onwards in belief according to 
the range of the proof; it limits Truth to our comprehension of it, or subjects it to the mind, and admits it 
only so far as it is subjected. Hence again it considers faith to have reference to a thing or system, far 
more than to an agent, for an agent may be supposed as acting in unknown ways, whereas a system 
cannot be supposed to have existence beyond what is ascertained of it. Hence moreover it makes the 
credibility of any alleged truth to lie solely in its capability of coalescing and combining with what is 
already known. 

Mr. Hume, as has been observed, avowed the principle of Rationalism in its extent of Atheism. The 
writers, I shall have to notice, have religious sensibilities, and are far less clearsighted. Yet even Mr. 
Erskine maintains or assumes that the main object of Christian faith is, not Almighty God, but a certain 
work or course of things which He has accomplished; as will be manifest to any reader either of His 
Essay on Internal Evidence, or on Faith. He says, for instance, in the latter of these works, 

"I may understand many things which I do not believe: but I cannot believe any thing which I do not 
understand, unless it be something addressed merely to my senses, and not to my thinking faculty. A 
man may with great propriety say, I understand the Cartesian System of Vortices, though I do not 
believe in it. But it is absolutely impossible for him to believe in that system without knowing what it is. 




A man may believe in the ability of the maker of a system without understanding it; but he cannot 
believe in the system itself without understanding it. Now there is a meaning in the Gospel, and there is 
declared in it the system of God's dealings with men. This meaning, and this system, must be 
understood before we can believe the Gospel. We are not called on to believe the Bible merely that we 
may give a proof of our willingness to submit in all things to God's authority, but that we may be 
influenced by the objects of our belief, &c." 

Every word of this extract tells in illustration of what has been drawn out above. And it is cited here 
merely in illustration; what judgment is to be formed of it shall be determined in its place. To resume 
the thread of our discussion. 

We shall now perhaps be prepared to understand a very characteristic word, familiarly used by Mr. 
Erskine among others to designate his view of the Gospel dispensation. It is said to be a Manifestation, 
as if the system presented to us were such as we could trace and connect into one whole, complete and 
definite. Let me use this word "Manifestation," as a token of the philosophy under review; and let me 
contrast it with the word "Mystery" which on the other hand may be regarded as the badge or emblem 
of orthodoxy. Revelation considered as a Manifestation, is a doctrine variously received by various 
minds, but nothing more to each than that which it appears to be. Considered as a Mystery, it is a 
doctrine enunciated by inspiration, in human language, as the only possible medium of it, and suitably 
according to the capacity of language; a doctrine lying hid in language, to be received in that language 
from the first by every mind, whatever be its separate power of understanding; entered into more or 
less by this or that mind, as it may be; and admitting of being apprehended more and more perfectly 
according to the diligence of the person receiving it. It is one and the same, independent and real, of 
depth unfathomable, and illimitable in its extent. 

This is a fit place to make some remarks on the Scripture sense of the word Mystery. It may seem a 
contradiction in terms to call Revelation a Mystery; but is not the book of the Revelation of St. John as 
great a mystery from beginning to end as the most abstruse doctrine the mind ever imagined? yet it is 
even called a revelation. How is this? The answer is simple. No revelation can be complete and 
systematic, from the weakness of the human intellect; so far as it is not such, it is mysterious. When 
nothing is revealed, nothing is known, and there is nothing to contemplate or marvel at; but when 
something is revealed and only something, for all cannot be, there are forthwith difficulties and 
perplexities. A Revelation is religious doctrine viewed on its illuminated side; a Mystery is the self-same 
doctrine viewed on the side unilluminated. Thus Religious Truth is neither light nor darkness, but both 
together; it is like the dim view of a country seen in the twilight, with forms half extricated from the 
darkness, with broken lines, and isolated masses. Revelation, in this way of considering it, is not a 
revealed system, 'but consists of a number of detached and incomplete truths belonging to a vast 
system unrevealed, of doctrines and injunctions mysteriously connected together, that is, connected by 
unknown media, and bearing upon unknown portions of the system. And in this sense we see the 
propriety of calling St. John's prophecies, though highly mysterious, yet a revelation. 

And such seems to be the meaning of the word Mystery in Scripture, a point which is sometimes 
disputed. Campbell, in his work on the Gospels, maintains that the word means a secret, and that, 
whatever be the subject of it in the New Testament, it is always, when mentioned, associated with the 
notion of its being now revealed. Thus it is, in his view, a word belonging solely to the Law, which was a 
system of types and shadows, and is utterly foreign to the Gospel which has brought light instead of 
darkness. This sense might seem to be supported by our Lord's announcement, for instance, to His 
disciples that to them was given to know the mysteries of His kingdom; by His command to them at 
another time to speak abroad what they had heard from Him in secret. And St. Paul in like manner 



glories in the revelation of mysteries hid from the foundation of the world. 


But the sense of Scripture will more truly be represented as follows. What was hidden altogether before 
Christ came could not be a Mystery; it became a Mystery then, for the first time, by being disclosed at 
all, at His coming. What had never been dreamed of by "righteous men," before Him, when revealed, as 
being unexpected, if for no other reason, would be strange and startling. And such unquestionably is the 
meaning of St. Paul, when he uses the word; for he applies it, not to what was passed and over, but 
what was the then state of the doctrine revealed. Thus in the 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, "Behold I show you a 
Mystery; we shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at 
the last trump." The resurrection and consequent spiritualizing of the human body, was not dreamed of 
by the philosophy of the world till Christ came, and, when revealed, was "mocked," as then first 
becoming a mystery. Reason was just where it was; and, as it could not discover it beforehand, so now it 
cannot account for it, or reconcile it to experience, or explain the manner of it: the utmost it does is by 
some faint analogies to show it is not inconceivable. Again, St. Paul, speaking of marriage, says, "This is a 
great Mystery, I mean, in its reference to Christ and the Church;" that is, the ordinance of marriage has 
an inward and spiritual meaning, contained in it and revealed through it, a certain bearing, undefined 
and therefore mysterious, towards the heavenly communion existing between Christ and the 
Church:--as if for persons to place themselves in that human relation, interested themselves in some 
secret way in the divine relation of which it is a figure. Again: "Great is the Mystery of piety, God was 
manifested in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of Angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in 
the world, received up into glory." 1 Tim. iii. 16. Now, is the revelation of these truths a Manifestation 
(as above explained) or a Mystery? Surely the great secret has, by being revealed, only got so far as to 
be a Mystery, nothing more; nor could become a Manifestation, (i. e. a system connected in its parts by 
the human mind,) without ceasing to be any thing great at all. It must ever be small and superficial, 
viewed only as received by man; and is vast only when considered as that external "truth into which 
each Christian may grow continually, and ever find fresh food for his soul. As to the unknown and 
marvellous system of things spoken of in the text just quoted, it is described again, in an almost parallel 
passage, as regards the subject, though differently worded, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, "Ye are come 
unto Mount Zion, and unto the city of the Living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable 
company of Angels, to the full concourse and assembly of the first-born enrolled in heaven, and to God 
the Judge of all, and to the spirits of the perfected just, and to Jesus the Mediator of the New Covenant, 
and to the blood of sprinkling, that speaketh better things than that of Abel." xii. 22--24. In like manner 
when St. Paul speaks of the election of the Gentiles as a Mystery re-' vealed, the facts of the case show 
that it was still a Mystery, and therefore but revealed to be a Mystery, not a secret explained. We know 
that the Jews did stumble at it: why if it was clear and obvious to reason? Certainly it was still a Mystery 
to them. Will it be objected that it had been plainly predicted? Surely not. The calling indeed of the 
Gentiles had been predicted, but not their equal participation with the Jews in all the treasures of the 
covenant of grace, not the destruction of the Mosaic system. The prophets every where speak of the 
Jews as the head of the Gentiles; it was a new doctrine altogether (at least to the existing generation) 
that the election henceforth was to have no reference whatever to the Jews as a distinct people. It had 
hitherto been utterly hidden and unexpected; it emerged into a stumbling block, or Mystery, when the 
Gospel was preached, as on the other hand it became to all humble minds a marvel or mystery of mercy. 
Hence St. Paul speaks of the Mystery "which in other ages was not made known to the sons of men .... 
that the Gentiles should be fellow heirs, and of the same body, and partakers of His promise in Christ by 
the Gospel." 

In these remarks on the meaning of the word Mystery, some of the chief doctrines of the Gospel 
revelation have been enumerated; before entering, however, into the particular subjects to be 



discussed, it may be right briefly to enumerate the revealed doctrines according to the Catholic, that is 
the anti-rationalistic notion of them. They are these: the Holy Trinity; the Incarnation of the Eternal Son; 
His atonement and merits; the Church as the medium and instrument through which He operates on the 
world in the communication of them; the Sacraments, and Sacramentals, (as Bishop Taylor calls them,) 
as the principal channels through which His merits are applied to individuals; Regeneration, the 
Communion of Saints, the Resurrection of the body, consequent upon their administration; and lastly, 
our faith and works, as a condition of the available-ness and success of these divine appointments. Each 
of these doctrines is a Mystery; that is, each stands in a certain degree isolated from the rest, 
unsystematic, connected with the rest by unknown intermediate truths, and bearing upon subjects 
unknown. Thus the Atonement, why it was necessary, how it operates, is a Mystery; that is, the 
heavenly truth which is revealed, extends on each side of it into an unknown world. We see but the 
skirts of GOD'S glory in it. The virtue of the Holy Communion; how it conveys to us the body and blood 
of the Incarnate Son crucified, and how by partaking it body and soul are made spiritual. The 
Communion of Saints; in what sense they are knit together into one body of which Christ is the head. 
Good works; how they, and how prayers again, influence our eternal destiny. In like manner what our 
relation is to the innumerable company of Angels, some of whom, as we are told, minister to us; what to 
the dead in Christ, the spirits of the just perfected, who are ever joined to us in a heavenly communion; 
what bearing the Church has upon the fortunes of the world, or, it may be, the universe. 

That there are some such mysterious bearings, not only the incomplete character of the Revelation, but 
even its documents assure us. For instance. The Christian dispensation was ordained, "to the intent that 
now unto the principalities and powers in heavenly places, might be known by the Church the manifold 
wisdom of God." Eph. iii. 10. Such is its relation to the Angels. Again to lost spirits: "We wrestle not 
against flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of darkness in this 
world, against spiritual wickedness in heavenly places." Eph. vi. 12. In like manner our Lord says, "the 
gates of hell shall not prevail against" the Church, Matt, xvi. 18. implying thereby a contest. Again in 
writing the following text, had not St. Paul thoughts in his mind, suggested by the unutterable sights of 
the third heaven, but to us unrevealed and unintelligible? "I am persuaded that neither death, nor life, 
nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, 
nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us" (that is the Church,) "from the love of God, which is 
in CHRIST JESUS our LORD." Rom. viii. 38, 39. 

The practical inference to be drawn from this view is, first, that we should be very reverent in dealing 
with revealed truth; next, that we should avoid all theorising and systematising as relates to it, which is 
pretty much what looking into the ark was under the Law: further, that we should be solicitous to hold it 
safely and entirely; moreover, that we should be zealous and pertinacious in guarding it; and lastly, 
which is implied in all these, that we should religiously adhere to the form of words and the ordinances 
under which it comes to us, through which it is revealed to us, and apart from which the revelation does 
not exist, there being nothing else given us by which to ascertain or enter into it. 

Striking indeed is the contrast presented to this view of the Gospel, by the popular theology of the day! 
That theology is as follows;--that the Atonement is the chief doctrine of the Gospel;--again, that it is 
chiefly to be regarded, not as a wonder in heaven, and in its relation to the attributes of God and the 
unseen world, but in its experienced effects on our minds, in the change it effects where it is believed. 
On this, as on the horizontal line in a picture, all the portions of the Gospel system are placed and made 
to converge; as if it might fearlessly be used to regulate, adjust, correct, complete, every thing else. 
Thus, the doctrine of the Incarnation is viewed as necessary and important to the Gospel, because it 
gives sacredness to the Atonement; of the Trinity, because it includes the revelation, not only of the 
Redeemer, but also of the Sanctifier, by whose aid and influence the Gospel message is to be blessed to 



us. It follows that faith is nearly the whole of religion, for through it the message or Manifestation is 
received; on the other hand, the scientific language of Catholicism is disparaged, as having no tendency 
to enforce the operation of the revelation of the Atonement on our minds, and the Sacraments are 
limited to the office of representing, and promising, and impressing on us the promise of divine 
influences, in no measure of conveying them. Thus the Dispensation is practically identified with its 
Revelation or rather Manifestation. Not that the reality of the Atonement is formally denied, but it is 
cast in the back ground, except so far as it can be discovered to be influential, viz. to show GOD'S hatred 
of sin, the love of CHRIST and the like; and there is an evident tendency to consider it as a mere 
Manifestation of the love of CHRIST, to the denial of all real virtue in it as an expiation for sin; as if His 
death took place, merely to show His love for us, as a sign of GOD'S infinite mercy, to calm and assure 
us, without any real connexion existing between it and GOD'S forgiveness of our sins. And the 
dispensation thus being hewn and chiselled into an intelligible human system is represented, when thus 
mutilated, as affording a remarkable evidence of the truth of the Bible, an evidence level to the reason, 
and superseding the testimony of the Apostles. That is, according to the above observations, that 
Rationalism, or want of faith, which has first invented a spurious gospel, next looks complacently on its 
own offspring, and pronounces it to be the very image of that notion of the Divine Providence according 
to which it was originally modelled; a procedure, which, besides more serious objections, incurs the 
logical absurdity of arguing in a circle. 

§ 2. Remarks on Mr. Erskine's "Internal Evidence." 

THIS is in fact pretty nearly Mr. Erskine's argument in his Internal Evidence: an author, concerning whom 
personally I have no wish to use one harsh word, not doubting that he is better than his own doctrine, 
and is only the organ, eloquent and ingenious, of unfolding a theory, which it has been his unhappiness 
to mistake for the Catholic faith revealed in the Gospel. Let us now turn to the Essay in question. 

Mr. Erskine begins in the following words: 

"There is a principle in our nature, which makes us dissatisfied with unexplained and unconnected facts; 
which leads us to theorize all the particulars of our knowledge, or to form in our minds some system of 
causes sufficient to explain or produce the effects which we see; and which teaches us to believe or 
disbelieve in the truth of any system which may be presented to us, just as it appears adequate or 
inadequate to afford that explanation of which we are in pursuit. We have an intuitive perception, that 
the appearances of nature are connected by the relation of cause and effect; and we have also an 
instinctive desire to classify and arrange the seemingly confused mass of facts with which we are 
surrounded, according to this distinguishing relationship." pp. 1, 2. 

He then speaks of two processes of reasoning which the mind uses in searching after truth. 

"When we are convinced of the real existence of a cause in nature, and when we find that a class of 
physical facts is explained by the supposition of this cause, and tallies exactly with its ordinary operation, 
we resist both reason and instinct when we resist the conviction that this class of facts does result from 
this cause." p. 2. 

Again: 

"There is another process of reasoning ... by which, instead of ascending from effects to a cause, we 
descend from a cause to effects. When we are once convinced of the existence of a cause, and are 
acquainted with its ordinary Diode of operation, we are prepared to give a certain degree of credit to a 
history of other effects attributed to it, provided we can trace the connexion between them." p. 3. 



Presently he says. 


"In [all] these processes of reasoning we have examples of conviction, upon an evidence which is, most 
strictly speaking, internal,--an evidence altogether independent of our confidence in the veracity of the 
narrator of the facts." p. 8. 

Now, before explaining the precise argument he draws from the contents of Scripture, be it observed, 
that in these passages, he countenances the principle of "believing or disbelieving in the truth of any 
system which may be presented to us," according as it contains in it or not, a satisfactory adjustment of 
causes to effects, the question of testimony being altogether superseded. Accordingly he says a little 
further on of the Apostles; "Their system is true in the nature of things, even were they proved to be 
impostors." p. 17. And it will appear from other passages of his work, that he does not hesitate to 
receive the other alternative contained in the original proposition with which he opens it, viz. that that 
professed revelation is to be rejected, which implies a system of causes and effects incongruous in man's 
judgment with each other. To proceed: 

His argument is as follows:- 

"The first faint outline of Christianity" he says, "presents to us a view of GOD operating on the 
characters of men through a manifestation of His own character, in order that, by leading them to 
participate in some measure of His moral likeness, they may also in some measure participate of His 
happiness." p. 12. 

Again: 

"If the actions attributed to God, by any system of religion, be really such objects as, when present to 
the mind, do not stir the affections at all, that religion cannot influence the character, and is therefore 
utterly useless." p. 23. 

"The object of Christianity is to bring the character of man into harmony with that of God." p. 49. 

"The reasonableness of a religion seems to me to consist in there being a direct and natural connexion 
between a believing the doctrines which it inculcates, and a being formed by these to the character 
which it recommends. If the belief of the doctrines has no tendency to train the disciple in a more exact 
and more willing discharge of its moral obligations, there is evidently a very strong probability against 

the truth of that religion.What is the history of another world to me, unless it have some intelligible 

relation to my duties or happiness?" p. 59. 

Now in these passages there is, first, this great assumption, that the object of the Christian revelation is 
ascertainable by us. It is asserted that its object is "to bring the character of man into harmony with that 
of God." That this is an object, is plain from Scripture, but that it is the object is no where told us; no 
where is it represented as the object in such sense, that we may take it as a key or rule, whereby to 
arrange and harmonize the various parts of the revelation,--which is the use to which the author puts it. 
God's works look many ways; they have objects (to use that mere human word) innumerable; they are 
full of eyes before and behind, and like the cherubim in the Prophet's vision, advance forward to diverse 
points at once. But it is plainly unlawful and presumptuous to make one of those points, which happen 
to be revealed to us, the teloV eleiotaton of His providence, and to subject every thing else to it. It 
plainly savours of the Rationalism already condemned; for what is it but to resolve, that what is revealed 
to us, is and shall be a com-.plete system; to reject every thing but what is so complete; and to disallow 
the notion of revelation as a collection of fragments of a great scheme, the notion under which the most 




profound human philosophy is accustomed to regard it? 


"Christianity," says Bishop Butler, "is a scheme quite beyond our comprehension. The moral government 
of GOD is exercised by gradually conducting things so in the course of His providence, that every one at 
length and upon the whole shall receive according to his deserts; and neither fraud nor violence, but 
truth and right, shall finally prevail. Christianity is a particular scheme under this general plan of 
providence, and a part of it, conducive to its completion, with regard to mankind; consisting itself also of 
various parts and a mysterious economy, which has been carrying on from the time the world came into 
its present wretched state, and is still carrying on for its recovery by a divine person, the Messiah, who is 
to 'gather together in one the children of GOD, that are scattered abroad,' and establish 'an everlasting 
kingdom, wherein dwelleth righteousness.'.... Parts likewise of this economy, are the miraculous system 
of the Holy Ghost, and His ordinary assistance as given to good men; the invisible government which 
Christ exercises over His Church and His future return to judge the world in righteousness, and 

completely re-establish the kingdom of GOD.Now little, surely, need be said to show, that this system 

or scheme of things is but imperfectly comprehended by us. The Scripture expressly asserts it to be so. 
And indeed, one cannot read a passage relating to this great mystery of godliness, but what immediately 
runs up into something which, shows us our ignorance in it, as every thing in nature shows our 
ignorance in the constitution of nature." [Anal. ii. 4.] 

In this passage the great philosopher, though led by his line of argument to speak of the Dispensation 
entirely in its reference to man, still declares that even then its object is not identical with man's 
happiness, but that it is justice and truth; while, viewed in itself, every part of it runs up into mystery. 

Right reason, then, and faith combine to lead us, instead of measuring a divine revelation by human 
standards, or systematizing, except so far as it does so itself, to take what is given as we find it, to use it 
and be content. E. g. Scripture says that Christ died for sinners,--so far we may systematize; that He rose 
for our justification, that He went that the Spirit might come. Such and such like portions of a scheme 
are revealed, and we may use them, but no farther. On the other hand the Catholic doctrine of the 
Trinity is a mere juxtaposition of separate truths, which to our minds involve inconsistency, when 
viewed together; nothing more being attempted, for nothing more is told us. Arrange and contrast them 
we may and do; systematize (i.e. reduce them into an intelligible dependence on each other, or 
harmony with each other) we may not; unless indeed any such oversight of Revelation, such right of 
subjecting it to our understandings, is committed to us by Revelation itself. What then must be thought 
of the confident assumption, without proof attempted, contained in the following sentence, already 
quoted? 

"The first faint outline of Christianity presents to us a view of GOD operating on the characters of men 
through a manifestation of His own character, in order that, by leading them to participate in some 
measure in His moral likeness, they may also in some measure participate in His happiness. 

That GOD intends us to partake in His moral likeness, that He has revealed to us His own moral 
character, that He has done the latter in order to accomplish the former (to speak as a man) I will grant, 
for it is in Scripture; bat that it is the leading idea of Christianity, the chief and sovereign principle of it, 
this I altogether deny. I ask for proof what seems to us an assumption, and (if an assumption) surely an 
unwarranted and presumptuous one. 

Notice was above taken of the selfishness of that philosophy, which resolves to sit at home and make 
every thing subordinate to the individual. Is not this painfully instanced in one of the foregoing 
passages? "What is the history of another world to me, unless it have some intelligible relation to my 




duties and happiness?" Was this Moses' temper, when he turned aside to see the great sight of the fiery 
bush? 

Further, be it observed, the above theory has undeniably a tendency to disparage, if not supersede the 
mysteries of religion, such as the doctrine of the Trinity. It lays exclusive stress upon the character of 
GOD, as the substance of the Revelation. It considers Scripture as a Manifestation of GOD'S character, 
an intentional subjecting of it in an intelligible shape to our minds, and nothing more. The author says:- 

"The reasonableness of a religion seems to me to consist in there being a direct and natural connexion 
between a believing [its] doctrines, and being formed by these to the character which it recommends." 

Again 

"These terms ["manifestation," and "exhibition,"] suit best with the leading idea which I wish to explain, 
viz. that the facts [i. e. doctrines, as is just before explained] of revelation are developments of the moral 
principles of the Deity, and carry an influential address to the feelings of man." p. 26. 

Now, is the theological doctrine of the Trinity such a development? Is it influentially addressed to our 
feelings? Is it "an act of the divine government," as the author expresses himself? Further, does he not 
also tell us the "reasonableness of a religion seems to consist in there being a direct and natural 
connexion between a believing the doctrines which it inculcates, and a being formed by these to the 
character which it recommends?" We need not dwell on the assumption hazarded in this passage; for 
surely it is conceivable that reasons may exist in the vast scheme of the Dispensation, (of the bearings of 
which we know nothing perfectly,) for doctrines being revealed, which do not directly and naturally tend 
to influence the formation of our characters, or at least which we cannot see to do so. We have at least 
the authority of Bishop Butler to support us in considering that, 

"we are wholly ignorant what degree of new knowledge it were to be expect, ed God would give 
mankind by Revelation, upon supposition of His affording one; or how far, or in what way, he would 
interpose miraculously, to qualify them to whom Fie should originally make the Revelation, or 
communicating the knowledge given by it; and to secure their doing it to the age in which they should 
live, and to secure its being transmitted to posterity." [Anal. ii. 3.] 

But even though Butler, and other deep thinkers, had not said a word on the subject, the immediate and 
inevitable result, or rather operation of Mr. Erskine's principle, when applied to the matter of the 
Scripture Revelation, is a sufficient refutation of it. It will be found to mean nothing, or to lead pretty 
nearly to Socinianism. Let us take an instance: he says that the reasonableness of a religion, and 
therefore its claim on our acceptance, consists in there being a direct and natural tendency in belief in 
its doctrines to form that moral character which it recommends. Now, I would ask,-do we never hear it 
asked,-have we never been tempted to ask ourselves,-"What is the harm of being e. g., a Sabellian?" 
And is not the habit of thought, from which such questionings proceed, owing to the silent influence of 
such books as this of Mr. E.'s? Further, do we not hear persons say, "As to the Athanasian doctrine, I do 
not deny there is a Mystery about the Manifestations of the Divine Nature in Scripture, but this Mystery, 
whatever it is, as it does not interfere with the practical view of the doctrine, so, on the other, it cannot 
subserve it. It is among the secret things of GOD, and must be left among them;"-as if we might 
unthankfully throw back again into the infinite abyss, any of the jewels which GOD has vouchsafed to 
bring us thence. 

The reader may at first sight be tempted to say, "This is an overstrained handling of Mr. Erskine's words. 
What he does mean, is, not that the want of connexion between doctrine and precept is an objection, 



(though his words strictly taken may say this,) but, that where such a connexion does exist, as we see it 
does in Christianity, there is a strong argument in behalf of the divinity of a professed Revelation." 
Probably this was his original meaning, and it would have been well had he kept to it. But it is the way 
with men, particularly in this day, to generalize freely, to be impatient of such concrete truth as existing 
appointments contain, to attempt to disengage it, to hazard sweeping assertions, to lay down principles, 
to mount up above GOD'S visible doings, and to subject them to tests derived from our own 
speculations. Doubtless He, in some cases, vouchsafes to us the knowledge of truths more general than 
those works of His which He has set before us; and when He does so, let us thankfully use the gift. This is 
not the case in the present instance. Mr. E. has been led on, from the plain fact, that in Christianity there 
is a certain general bearing of faith in doctrine upon character, and so far a proof of its consistency, 
which is a token of divine working,--led on, to the general proposition, that "in a genuine Revelation all 
doctrines revealed must have a direct bearing upon the moral character enjoined by it;" and next to the 
use of it as a test for rejecting such alleged doctrines of the gospel, e. g. the Catholic doctrine of the 
Trinity, as do not perceptibly come up to it. 

That I am not unfair upon Mr. Erskine will appear from the following passages. 

"The abstract fact that there is a plurality in the unity of the Godhead, really makes no address either to 
our understandings, or our feelings, or our consciences But the obscurity of the doctrine, as far as moral 
purposes are concerned, is dispelled, when it comes in such a form as this,--'GOD so loved the world, 
&c.' or this 'But the Comforter, which is, &c.'--Our metaphysical ignorance of the Divine Essence is not 
indeed in the slightest degree removed by this mode of stating the subject; but our moral ignorance of 
the Divine character is enlightened, and that is the thing with which we have to do." p. 96. 

Now I do not say that such a passage as this is a denial of the doctrine of the Athanasian Creed; but I ask, 
should a man be disposed to deny it, how would the writer refute him? Has he not, if a Trinitarian, cut 
away the ground from under him? Might not a Socinian or Sabellian convince him of the truth of their 
doctrine, by his own arguments? Unquestionably. He has laid down the principle, that a Revelation is 
only so far reasonable as it exhibits a direct and natural connexion between belief in its doctrines and 
conformity to its precepts. He then says, that in matter of fact the doctrine of the Trinity is only 
influential as it exhibits the moral character of God; that is, that so far as it does not, so far as it is 
abstract (as he calls it) and in scientific form, i. e. viewed as the Catholic Doctrine, it is not influential, or 
reasonable, or by consequence important, or even credible. He has cut off the Doctrine from its roots, 
and has preserved only that superficial part of it which he denominates a "Manifestation,"--only so 
much as bears visibly upon another part of the system, the character of man,-so much as is perceptibly 
connected with it, so far as may be comprehended. 

But he speaks so clearly on this subject that comment is perhaps needless. 

"In the Bible the Christian doctrines . . . stand as indications of the character of GOD, and as the exciting 
motives of a corresponding character in man." 

This assumption must not pass without notice; often they so stand, not always, as he would imply. 
When St. Paul bids Timothy hold fast the form of sound words, or St. Jude exhorts us to contend 
earnestly for the faith, these Apostles seem so to direct for the sake of the faith itself, not for any 
ulterior reason. When St. John requires us to reject any one who brings not the true doctrine, nothing is 
said of it as an "exciting motive" of a certain character of mind, though viewed on one side of it, that 
doctrine certainly is so. St. Paul glories in the doctrine of CHRIST crucified as being a strange doctrine 
and a stumbling block. St. John states the doctrine of the Incarnation in the first chapter of his gospel, as 



a heavenly truth, which was too glorious for men, and believed on only by the few, by which, indeed, 
the Father was declared, but which shone in darkness. But to return: 

"In the Bible, the Christian doctrines are always stated in this connexion) they stand as indications of the 
character of GOD, and as the exciting motives of a corresponding character in man. Forming thus the 
connecting link between the character of the Creator and the creature, they possess a majesty which it 
is impossible to despise, and exhibit a form of consistency and truth which it is difficult to disbelieve. 
Such is Christianity in the Bible; but in creeds and Church articles it is far otherwise. These tests and 
summaries originated from the introduction of doctrinal errors and metaphysical speculations into 
religion; and in consequence of this, they are not so much intended to be the repositories of the truth, 
as barriers against the encroachment of erroneous opinions. The doctrines contained in them, 
therefore, are not stated with any reference to their great object in the Bible,--the regeneration of the 
human heart by the knowledge of the Divine character. They appear as detached propositions, 
indicating no moral cause, and pointing to no moral effect. They do not look to GOD on the one hand as 
their source; nor to man on the other as the object of their moral urgency. They appear like links 
severed from the chain to which they belonged; and thus they lose all that evidence which arises from 
their consistency and all that dignity which is connected with their high design. I do not talk of the 
propriety or impropriety of having Church Articles, but the evils which spring from receiving impressions 
of religion exclusively or chiefly from this source." pp. 93, 94. 

It is always a point gained to be able to come to issue in a controversy, as I am able to do here with the 
writer under consideration. Fie finds fault with that disjoined and isolated character of the doctrines in 
the old Catholic creed, that want of system, which to the more philosophical mind of Bishop Butler 
would seem an especial recommendation from its analogy to the course of nature. Fie continues, 

"I may instance the ordinary statements of the doctrine of the Trinity, as an illustration of what I mean. 
It seems difficult to conceive that any man should read through the New Testament candidly and 
attentively, without being convinced that this doctrine is essential to, and implied in every part of the 
system: but it is not so difficult to conceive, that although his mind is perfectly satisfied on this point, he 
may yet, if his religious knowledge is exclusively derived from the Bible, feel a little surprised and 
staggered, when he for the first time reads the terms in which it is announced in the articles and 
confessions of all Protestant Churches. In these summaries, the doctrine in question is stated by itself, 
divested of all its Scriptural accompaniments, and is made to bear simply on the nature of the Divine 
essence, and the Mysterious fact of the existence of Three in One. It is evident that this fact, taken by 
itself, cannot in the smallest degree tend to develope the Divine character, and therefore cannot make 
any moral impression on our minds." pp. 94, 95. 

Now, here, if it were to the purpose, this author might be encountered on his own ground. Surely, if it 
were religious to do so, it might be asserted, in contradiction to his last remark, that the Catholic 
doctrine of the Trinity does "tend to develope the Divine character," does "make a moral impression on 
our minds;" for does not the notion of a Mystery lead to reverence, awe, wonder, and fear? and are 
these not moral impressions? Fie proceeds: 

"In the Bible it assumes quite a different shape; it is there subservient to the manifestation of the moral 
character of GOD. The doctrine of GOD'S combined justice and mercy, in the redemption of sinners, and 
of his continued spiritual watchfulness over the progress of truth through the world, and in each 
particular heart, could not have been communicated without it, so as to have been distinctly and vividly 
apprehended; but it is never mentioned, except in connection with these objects; nor is it ever taught as 
a separate subject of belief. There is a great and important difference between these two modes of 



statement. In the first, the doctrine stands as an isolated fact of a strange and unintelligible nature, and 
is apt even to suggest the idea, that Christianity holds out a premium for believing improbabilities. In the 
other, it stands indissolubly united with an act of Divine holiness and compassion, which radiates to the 
heart an appeal of tenderness most intelligible in its nature and object, and most constraining in its 
influence." p. 95, 96. 

Here, at length, Rationalism stands confessed, and we hear openly the "mouth speaking great things," 
described in prophecy. Again: 

"The hallowed purpose of restoring men to the lost image of their Creator, is in fact the very soul and 
spirit of the Bible; and whenever this object does not distinctly appear, the whole system becomes dead 
and useless." 

If so, what judgment are we to pass upon such texts as the following? "We are unto GOD a sweet savour 
of Christ, in them that are saved, and in them that perish; to the one we are the savour of death unto 
death; and to the other, the savour of life unto life." "What if GOD, willing to show His wrath and to 
make his power known, endured with much long suffering the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction, and 
that He might make known the riches of His glory on the vessels of mercy, which He had afore prepared 
unto glory?" "He hath appointed a day in which He will judge the world in righteousness, by that Man 
whom He hath ordained." "Behold I come quickly, and My reward is with Me, to give every man 
according as his work shall be." The glory of GOD, according to Mr. Erskine, and the maintenance of 
truth and righteousness, are not objects sufficient, were there no other, to prevent "the whole system" 
of revealed truth from "becoming dead and useless." Does not this philosophy tend to Universalism? can 
its upholders maintain for any long while the eternity of future punishment? Surely they speak at 
random, and have no notion what they are saying. He proceeds: 

"In Creeds and Confessions this great purpose is not made to stand forth with its real prominency; its 
intimate connexion with the different articles of faith is not adverted to; the point of the whole 
argument is thus lost, and Christianity is misapprehended to be a mere list of mysterious facts. One who 
understands the Bible may read them with profit, because his own mind may fill up the deficiencies, and 
when their statements are correct, they may assist inquiries in certain stages, by bringing under their 
eye a concentrated view of all the points of Christian doctrine; and they may serve, according to their 
contents, either as public invitations to their communion, or as public warnings against it; ... but they 
have not calculated to impress on the mind of a learner a vivid and useful apprehension of Christianity. 
Any person who draws his knowledge of the Christian doctrines, exclusively or principally from such 
sources, must run considerable risk of losing the benefit of them, by overlooking their moral objects; 
and, in so doing, he may be tempted to reject them altogether, because he will be blind to their 
strongest evidence, which consists in their perfect adaptation to these objects. The Bible is the only 
perfectly pure source of Divine knowledge, and the man who is unacquainted with it, is, in fact, ignorant 
of the doctrines of Christianity, however well read he may be in the schemes, and systems, and 
controversies, which have been written on the subject... The habit of viewing the Christian doctrine and 
the Christian character as two separate things has a most pernicious tendency. A man who in his scheme 
of Christianity, says, 'here are so many things to be believed, and here are so many things to be done,' 
has already made a fundamental mistake. The doctrines are the principles which must excite and 
animate the performance, &c." pp. 139--141. 

It is not the design of this Paper to refute Mr. Erskine's principles, so much as to delineate and contrast 
them with those of the Church Catholic. Since, however, he has already, in several of these extracts, 
assumed that Scripture ever speaks of revealed doctrines in a directly practical way,--not as objects of 



faith merely, but as motives to conduct,--! would call attention to the following passage, in addition to 
those which have been above pointed out. "Jesus answered and said unto him. Verily, verily, I say unto 
thee, Except a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God. Nicodemus saith unto Him, How 
can a man be born when he is old? can he enter the second time into his mother's womb and be born? 
Jesus answered, Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he 
cannot enter into the kingdom of God. That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of 
the Spirit is Spirit. Marvel not that I said to thee, Ye must be born again. The wind bloweth where it 
listeth, and thou hearest the sound thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh and whither it goeth: so 
is every one that is born of the Spirit. Nicodemus answered and said unto Him, How can these things be? 
Jesus answered and said unto Him, Art thou a master in Israel, and knowest not these things? Verily, 
verily, I say unto thee, We speak that We do know, and testify that We have seen; and ye receive not 
Our witness. If I have told you earthly things, and ye believe not, how shall ye believe if I tell you of 
heavenly things? And no man ascended up to heaven, but He that came down from heaven, even the 
Son of man which is in heaven. 

Some persons, doubtless, are so imbued with modern glosses and the traditions of men, that they will 
discern in all this but a practical exhortation to conversion, change of heart, and the like; but any one 
who gets himself fairly to look at the passage in itself, will, I am persuaded, see nothing more or less 
than this,--that Christ enunciates a solemn Mystery for Nicodemus to receive in faith, that Nicodemus so 
understands His words, and hesitates at it; that our Lord reproves him for hesitating, tells him that there 
are even higher Mysteries than that He had set forth, and proceeds to instance that of the Incarnation. 
In what conceivable way would a supporter of Mr. E.'s views make the last awful verse "subservient to 
the manifestation of the moral character of GOD," or directly influential upon practice? unless, indeed, 
he explained its clauses away altogether, as if they meant nothing more than is contained in the next 
verses, "As Moses, &c." and "God so loved the world, &c." All this is too painful to dwell upon. The latter 
part, particularly the conclusion, of the sixth chapter of the same Gospel, would afford another instance 
in point. 

Now let us hear what Mr. Erskine says in like manner on the doctrine of the Atonement, which he would 
exalt, indeed, into the substance of the Gospel, but in his account of which, as well as of the other 
Mysteries of revelation, he will, I fear, be found wanting. 

"The doctrine of the Atonement through Jesus Christ, which is the corner-stone of Christianity, and to 
which all the other doctrines of Revelation are subservient,"-- 

Here is the same, (what I must call,) presumptuous assumption,- 

"-has had to encounter the misapprehension of the understanding as well as the pride of the heart." 

Now let us observe, he is going to show how the understanding of the Church Catholic has 
misapprehended the doctrine. 

"This pride is natural to man, and can only be overcome by the power of truth; but the misapprehension 
might be removed by the simple process of reading the Bible with attention; because it has arisen from 
neglecting the record itself, and taking our information from the discourses or the systems of men, who 
have engrafted the metaphysical subtilties of the schools upon the unperplexed statement of the word 
of GOD. In order to understand the facts of Revelation, we must (sic) form a system to ourselves; but if 
any subtilty, of which the application is unintelligible to common sense, or, uninfluential on conduct, 
enters into our system, we may be sure that it is a wrong one." 



The author here alludes to the Catholic teaching in the words "systems of man;" indeed it has been 
fashionable of late so to speak of it; but let me ask, which teaching has the more of system in it, that 
which regards the doctrines of revelation as isolated truths, so far as they are not connected in Scripture 
itself, or that which pares away part, and forcibly deals with the rest, till they are all brought down to an 
end cognizable by the human mind? It must be observed that the author expressly sanctions the 
formation of a system, which Catholic believers do not. He proceeds, 

"The common-sense system of a religion consists in two connexions,--first the connexion between the 
doctrines and the character of God which they exhibit; and secondly, the connexion between these 
same doctrines and the character which they are intended to impress on the mind of man. When, 
therefore, we are considering a religious doctrine, our questions ought to be, first, What view does this 
doctrine give of the character of G OD in relation to sinners? And secondly, What influence is the belief 
of it calculated to exercise on the character of man? .... The first of these questions leads us to 
consider the Atonement as an act necessarily resulting from, and simply developing principles in the 
Divine mind, altogether independent of its effects on the hearts of those who are interested in it. The 
second leads us to consider the adaptation of the history of the Atonement, when believed, to the moral 

wants and capacities of the human mind.There is something very striking and wonderful in this 

adaptation; and the deeper we search into it, the stronger reason shall we discover for admiration and 
gratitude, and the more thoroughly shall we be convinced that it is not a lucky coincidence, not an 
adjustment contrived by the precarious and temporizing wisdom of this world, but that it is stamped 
with the uncounterfeited seal of the universal Ruter, and carries on it the traces of that same mighty 
will, which has connected the sun with his planetary train, and fixed the great relations in nature, 
appointing to each atom its bound that it cannot pass." pp. 97-100. 

These last remarks are true of course in their place; so far as we think we see an adaptation, even 
though Scripture does not expressly mention it, let us praise God and be thankful;-but it is one thing to 
trace humbly and thankfully what we surmise to be GOD'S handywork, and so far as we think we see it, 
and quite another thing to propound our surmises dogmatically, not only as true, but as the substance 
of the revelation, the test of what is important in it, and what not; nay, of what is really part of it, and 
what not. Presently he says as follows:- 

"The doctrine of the Atonement is the great subject of Revelation. GOD is represented as delighting in it, 
as being glorified by it, and as being most fully manifested by it. All the other doctrines radiate from this 
as their centre. In subservience to it, the distinction in the unity of the Godhead has been revealed. It is 
described as the everlasting theme of praise and song amongst the blessed who surround the throne of 
GOD." pp. 101, 102. 

Now that the doctrine of the Atonement is so essential a doctrine that none other is more so, (true as it 
is,) does not at all hinder other doctrines in their own place being so essential that they may not be 
moved one inch from it, or made to converge towards that doctrine ever so little, beyond the sanction 
of Scripture. There is surely a difference between being prominent and being paramount. To take the 
illustration of the human body: the brain is the noblest organ, but have not the heart, and the lungs 
their own essential rights (so to express myself,) their own independent claims upon the regard of the 
physician? Will not he be justly called a theorist who resolves all diseases into one, and refers general 
healthiness to one organ as its seat and cause? 

One additional observation is to be made on Mr. Erskine's view of the Atonement. He considers, in 
common with many other writers of his general way of thinking, that in that most solemn and wonderful 
event, we have a Manifestation, not only of GOD'S love, but of His justice. E. g. 





"The distinction of persons in the Divine nature we cannot comprehend, but we can easily comprehend 
the high and engaging morality of that character of GOD, which is developed in the history of the New 
Testament. GOD gave His equal and well-beloved Son, to suffer in the state of an apostate world: and 
through this exhibition of awful justice. He publishes the fullest and freest pardon. He thus teaches us, 
that it forms no part of His scheme of mercy to dissolve the eternal connexion between sin and misery. 
No; this connexion stands sure; and one of the chief objects of Divine Revelation, is to convince men of 
this Truth; and Justice does the work of mercy, when it alarms us to a sense of danger, &c." p. 74. 

Again: 

"The design of the Atonement was to make mercy towards this offcast race consistent with the honour 
and the holiness of the Divine Government. To accomplish this gracious purpose, the Eternal Word, who 
was God, took on himself the nature of man, and as the elder brother and representative and champion 
of the guilty family, he solemnly acknowledged the justice of the sentence pronounced against sin, and 
submitted Himself to its full weight of woe, in the stead of His adopted kindred. God's justice found rest 
here; His law was magnified and made honourable, &c." pp. 102,103. 

The view maintained in these and other extracts, and by others besides Mr. Erskine, is remarkable for 
several reasons. First, for the determination it evinces not to leave us any thing in the gospel system 
unknown, unaccounted for. One might have thought that here at least somewhat of awful Mystery 
would have been allowed to hang over it; here at least some "depth" of GOD'S counsels would have 
been acknowledged and accepted on faith. For though the death of Christ manifests GOD'S hatred of 
sin, as well as His love for man, (inasmuch as it was sin that made His death necessary, and the greater 
the sacrifice the greater must have been the evil that caused it,) yet how His death expiated our sins, 
and what satisfaction it was to GOD'S justice, are surely subjects quite above us. It is in no sense a great 
and glorious Manifestation of His justice, as men speak now-a-days; it is an event ever mysterious on 
account of its necessity, while it is fearful from the hatred of sin implied in it, and most transporting and 
elevating from its display of GOD'S love to man. But Rationalism would account for every thing. 

Next it must be observed, as to Mr. Erskine himself, that he is of necessity forced by his hypothesis thus 
to speak of it, however extravagant it may be to do so. For unless GOD'S justice mere manifested to our 
comprehension in the Atonement, the dispensation would not be a "Manifestation," the revealed 
scheme would be imperfect, doctrines would be severed from ascertain-able moral effects on the 
character,--which the Catholic Church indeed has ever considered, but which Mr. E. pronounces in the 
outset to be contrary to reason, and fatal to the claims of a professed revelation. 

An additional remark is in place. The difficulty here pointed out has been felt by writers who agree with 
Mr. Erskine, and they have contrived to get rid of the remaining Mystery of the Dispensation, resulting 
from the question of justice, as follows. They refer GOD'S justice to the well-being of His creation, as a 
final end, as if it might in fact be considered a modification of benevolence. Accordingly, they say GOD'S 
justice was satisfied by the Atonement, inasmuch as He could then pardon man consistently with the 
good of His creation; consistently with their salutary terror of His power and strictness; consistently with 
the due order of His Government. This should be carefully noted, as showing us the tendency of the 
Rationalistic principle under review towards Utilitarianism. The following passage is given in illustration, 
from the Essays of Mr. Scott of Aston Sandford. 

"The story of Zaleucus, prince of the Locrians, is well-known: to show his abhorrence of adultery, and his 
determination to execute the law he had enacted, condemning the adulterer to the loss of both his 
eyes, and at the same time to evince his love to his son who had committed that crime, he willingly 



submitted to lose one of his own eyes, and ordered at the same time one of his sons to be put out! Now 
what adulterer could hope to escape, when power was vested in a man whom neither self-love, nor 
natural affection in its greatest force, could induce to dispense with the law, or relax the rigour of its 
sentence?" Essay ix. 

True, this act would show intense energy of determination to uphold the existing laws, clearly enough; 
and so did Mucius Scaevola show intense energy in burning off his hand; but what is this to the question 
of justice? 

One more subject of examination, and that not the least important, is suggested by the foregoing 
passages. Mention has been made in them once or twice of the facts of revelation; the doctrines are 
said to be facts, and such facts to be all in all. Now according to Catholic teaching, doctrines are divine 
truths, which are the objects of faith, not of sight; we may call them facts, if we will, so that we recollect 
that they are sometimes facts of the unseen world, not of this, and that they are not synonymous with 
actions or works. But Mr. E., by a remarkable assumption, rules it that doctrines are facts of the revealed 
divine governance, so that a doctrine is made the same as a divine action or work. As Providence has 
given us a series of moral facts by nature, as in the history of nations or of the individual, from which we 
deduce the doctrines of natural religion, so Scripture is supposed to reveal a second series of facts, or 
works, in the course of the three dispensations, especially the Christian, which are the doctrines of 
religion, or at least, which together with the principle involved in them, are the doctrines. Thus Christ's 
death upon the cross is an historical fact; the meaning of it is what illustrates and quickens it, and adapts 
it for influencing the soul. Now if we ask, how on this theory the doctrine of the Trinity is a fact in the 
divine governance, we are answered that it must be thrown into another shape, if I may so express 
myself; it must be made subordinate, and separated into parts. The series of Christian facts passes from 
the birth to the death of Christ, and thence to the mission of the Holy Ghost. We must view the divinity 
of Christ in His death, the divinity of the Spirit in His mission. That they are therein exhibited, I grant; but 
the theory requires us to consider this the scriptural mode of their exhibition. This theory is supposed by 
some of its upholders to be sanctioned by Butler; for they seem to argue, that as the course of nature is 
a collection of manifested facts, so is the course of grace. But that great divine knew better than to infer, 
from what he saw, what was to be expected in a Revelation, were it to be granted. He asserts plainly the 
contrary; his whole argument is merely negative, defending Christianity as far as nature enables him to 
do so,--not limiting the course of the revelation to the analogy of nature. Accordingly the Church 
Catholic has ever taught, (as in her Creeds,) that there are facts revealed to us, not of this world, not of 
time, but of eternity, and that absolutely and independently; not merely embodied and indirectly 
conveyed in a certain historical course, not subordinate to the display of the Divine character, not 
revealed merely relatively to us, but primary objects of our faith, and essential in themselves, whatever 
dependence or influence they may have upon other doctrines, or upon the course of the Dispensation. 
In a word, it has taught the existence of Mysteries in religion, for such emphatically must truths ever be 
which are external to this world, and existing in eternity;--whereas this narrow-minded, jejune, officious, 
and presumptuous human system teaches nothing but a Manifestation, i. e. a series of historical works 
conveying a representation of the moral character of GOD; and it dishonours our holy faith by the 
unmeaning reproach of its being metaphysical, abstract, and the like,--a reproach, unmeaning and 
irreverent, just as much so as it would be on the other hand to call the historical facts earthly or carnal. 

I will quote some passages from Mr. E.'s work, to justify my account of his view, and then shall be able, 
at length, to take leave of him. 

"It may be proper to remark, that the acts attributed to the Divine Government are usually termed 
'doctrines,' to distinguish them from the moral precepts of a religion." p. 25. 



Thus the doctrine of the Trinity, as such, is not a doctrine of the Gospel. Again: 

"It is not enough to show, in proof of its authenticity, that the facts which it affirms concerning the 
dealings of GOD with His creatures, do exhibit His moral perfections in the highest degree, it must also 
be shown that these facts, when present to the mind of man, do naturally, according to the constitution 
of his being, tend to excite and suggest that combination of feelings which constitutes his moral 
perfection. But when we read a history which authoritatively claims, to be an exhibition of the character 
of GOD in His dealings with men; if we find in it that which fills and overflows our most dilated 
conceptions of moral worth, &c.; . . . and if our reason farther discovers a system ofpowerful moral 
stimulants, embodied in the facts of this history; .... if we discern that the spirit of this history gives 
peace to the conscience, &c.; .... we may then well believe that GOD has been pleased in pity, &c. . . to 
clothe the eternal laws which K:gulate His spiritual government, in such a form as may be palpable to 
our conceptions, and adapted to the urgency of our necessities." pp. 18. 19. 

"I mean to show that there is an intelligible and necessary connection between the doctrinal facts of 

revelation and the character of God . and farther that the belief of these doctrinal facts has an 

intelligible and necessary tendency to produce the Christian character, &c." p. 20, 21. 

"The object of this dissertation, is to analyse the component parts of the Christian scheme of doctrine, 
with reference to its bearings both on the character of GOD and on the character of man; and to 
demonstrate that its facts, not only present an expressive exhibition of all the moral qualities which can 
be conceived to reside in the divine mind, but also contain all those objects which have a natural 
tendency to excite and suggest in the human mind, that combination of moral feelings which has been 
termed moral perfection." p. 16. 

"God has been pleased to present to us a most interesting series of actions, in which His moral 
character, as far as we are concerned, is fully and perspicuously embodied. In this narration, &c." p. 55. 

"It [the Gospel] addresses the learned and the unlearned, the savage and the civilized, the decent and 
the profligate; and to all it speaks precisely the same language? What then is this universal language? It 

cannot be the language of metaphysical discussion, or what is called abstract moral reasoning.its 

argument consists in a relation of facts." p. 55. 

Now that in these passages, the doctrines of the Gospel are resolved into facts which took place in 
GOD'S governance, and that its mysteries are admitted, only so far as they are qualities or illustrations 
of these historical facts, seems to me, not only the true, but the only interpretation to be put upon his 
words. If they do riot mean this, let this at least be proposed, as an approximation to the real meaning; 
in the meanwhile, let it be observed that nothing which has been said in the former portions of this 
discussion is at all affected by any failing, if so, in having fully elicited it. 

§ 3. Remarks on Mr. Abbott's "Corner Stone." 

HERE then we have arrived at a point where we part company with Mr. Erskine, and join Mr. Abbott, 
who advances further in a most perilous career. The principle with which Mr. E. began has been above 
discovered to issue in a view of the Gospel, which may be contemplated apart from that principle. That 
the human mind may criticise and systematise the divine revelation, that it may identify it with the 
Dispensation, that it may limit the uses of the latter to its workings through our own reason and 
affections, and such workings as we can ascertain and comprehend, in a word, that the Gospel is a 
Manifestation, this is the fundamental principle of Mr. Erskine's Essay. Mr. Jacob Abbott seems so fully 
to take this principle for granted, that it would be idle to do more than notice his doing so; it will he 





more to the purpose to direct attention to his treatment of the theory, in which Mr. Erskine's principle 
seems to issue, viz. that the Gospel is a collection of facts. I am now referring to Mr. Abbott's work called 
"the Corner Stone," which I do not hesitate to say approaches within a hair's breadth of Socinianism; a 
change which I would by no means urge against Mr. E., whatever be the tendency of his speculations. 

In the work in question Mr. Abbott disclaims entering into theological questions, properly so called 
(Preface, p. vi.); nor is there any necessity for his entering into them, so that the line of discussion which 
he does take, does not intrude upon them or provoke them. 

"I have made this exhibition of the Gospel," he says, "with reference to its moral effect on human 
hearts, and not for the purpose of taking sides in a controversy between different parties of Christians." 

Again, 

"A system of theology is a map or plan, in which every feature of the country roust be laid down in its 
proper place and proportion; this work is on the other hand a series of views, as the traveller sees them 
in passing over a certain road. In this case, the road which I have taken, leads indeed through the heart 
of the country, but it does not by any means bring to view all which is interesting or important. The 
reader will perceive that the history of JESUS CHRIST is the clue which I have endeavoured to follow; 
that is, the work is intended to exhibit religious truth, as it is connected with the various events in the 
life of our Saviour, in first introducing Him to the scene, I consider His exalted nature as the great moral 
Manifestation of the Divinity to us. Then follows a view of His personal character, and of His views of 
religious duty, &c." pp. vi. vii. 

Let us observe here the similarity of language between the two writers I am speaking of. They are 
evidently of the same school. They both direct their view to the Gospel history as a Manifestation of the 
Divine Character; and though, in the above extracts, Mr. Abbott speaks more guardedly than Mr. 
Erskine, there will be found to be little or no practical difference between them. But there seems this 
most important distinction in their respective applications of their theory, though not very distinct or 
observable at first sight; that Mr. E. admits into the range of divine facts such as are not of this world, as 
the voluntary descent of Christ from heaven to earth, and his Incarnation, whereas Mr. A. virtually limits 
it to the witnessed history of Christ upon earth. This, so far as it exists, is all the difference between 
orthodoxy and Socinianism. 

For this encroachment Mr. E. indeed had prepared the way; for he certainly throws the high doctrines of 
religion into the background; and the word "Manifestation" far more naturally fits on to a history 
witnessed by human beings, than to dispositions belonging to the unseen world. But Mr. E. certainly has 
not taught this explicitly. 

If we wish to express the sacred Mystery of the Incarnation accurately, we should rather say that GOD is 
man, than that man is GOD. Not that the latter proposition is not altogether Catholic in its wording, but 
the former expresses the history of the Economy, (if I may so call it,) and confines our LORD'S 
personality to His divine nature, making His manhood an adjunct; whereas to say that man is GOD, does 
the contrary of both of these,--leads us to consider Him a man personally, with some vast and unknown 
dignity superadded, and that acquired of course after His coming into existence as man. The difference 
between these two modes of speaking is well illustrated in the recent work of a Socinian writer, whom 
on account of the truth and importance of his remarks, it is right, with whatever pain, to quote. 


"A quick child, though not acquainted with logic, . . . will perceive the absurdity of saying that Edward is 
John.As the young pupil must be prepared to infer from the New Testament, that a perfect man is 



perfect GOD, he.must be imperceptibly led to consider the word GOD as expressing a quality, or an 

aggregate of qualities, which may be predicted of more than one, as the name of a species; just as when 

we say John is man, Peter is man, Andrew is man.And so it is, with the exception of a few who, in this 

country, are still acquainted with that ingeniously perverse system of words, by means of which the 
truly scholastic Trinitarians (such as Bishop Bull and Waterland, who had accurately studied the fathers 
and the schoolmen,) appear to evade the logical contradictions with which the doctrine of the Trinity 
abounds; all, as I have observed for many years, take the word GOD, in regard to Christ, as the name of a 
species, and more frequently of a dignity."--Heresy and Orthodoxy, p. 91. 

It will be observed of this passage, that the writer implies that the orthodox mode of speaking of the 
Incarnation is not exposed to a certain consequence, to which the mode at present popular is exposed, 
viz. the tendency to explain away Christ's divinity. Man is GOD, is the popular mode of speech; GOD is 
man, is the Catholic. To return. It seems then that Mr. Erskine proceeds in the orthodox way, illustrating 
the doctrine that GOD became man; Mr. A. starting with the earthly existence of our LORD does but 
enlarge upon the doctrine that a man is GOD. Mr. Erskine enforces the Atonement, as a Manifestation of 
GOD'S moral character; Mr. A. the life of CHRIST with the same purpose,--with but slight reference to 
the doctrine of the Expiation, for of course he whose life began with his birth from Mary, had given up 
nothing, and died merely because other men die. Here then is something very like Socinianism at first 
sight. 

But again, let us see how he conducts his argument. Here again he differs from Mr. E. The latter 
considers the incarnation of the Son of God to be a manifestation of God's mercy. Here then in his view, 
which so far is correct, there is a double Manifestation,-of the Sonof God personally in human nature, 
and of God morally in the history and circumstances of His incarnation; though Mr. E/s argument leads 
him to insist on the latter. Mr. A. assumes the latter as the sole Manifestation, thus bringing out the 
tendency of Mr. E.'s argument. In other words, he considers our Lord Jesus Christ as a man primarily, not 
indeed a mere man, any more than the conversion of the world was a mere human work, but not more 
than a man aided by God, just as the conversion of the world was a human work aided and blessed by 
God; a man in intimate union, nay in mysterious union with God, as Moses might be on the Mount, but 
not more than Moses except in degree. He considers that certain attributes of the Godhead were 
manifested in Jesus Christ, in the sense in which the solar system manifests His power, or the animal 
economy His wisdom; which is a poorly concealed Socinianism.-So this, it appears, is what really comes 
of declaiming against "metaphysical" notions of the revelation, and enlarging on its moral character! 

That I may not be unfair to Mr. A., I proceed to cite his words: 

"In the first place, let us take a survey of the visible universe, that we may see what manifestations of 
God appear in it. Let us imagine that we can see with the naked eye all that the telescope would show 
us; and then, in order that we may obtain an uninterrupted view, let us leave this earth, and, ascending 
from its surface, take a station where we can look, without obstruction, upon all around. As we rise 
above the summits of the loftiest mountains, the bright and verdant regions of the earth begin to grow 
dim. City after city, &c. As the last breath of its atmosphere draws off from us, it leaves us in the midst of 
universal night, with a sky extending without interruption all around us, and bringing out to our view, in 

every possible direction, innumerable and interminable vistas of stars.Our globe itself cuts off one 

half of the visible universe at all times, and the air spreads over us a deep canopy of blue, which during 
the day, shuts out entirely the other half. But were the field open, we should see in every direction the 
endless perspective of suns and stars, as I have described them ... The conception of childhood, and it is 
one which clings to us in maturer years, that above the blue sky there is a heaven concealed, where the 
Deity sits enthroned, is a delusive one. God is everywhere.The deity is the All-pervading Power, which 






lives and acts throughout the whole. He is not a separate existence, having a special habitation in a part 
of it.... The striking and beautiful metaphors of the Bible never were intended to give us this idea. God is 
a Spirit, it says, in its most emphatic tone. A Spirit; that is, he has no form, no place, no throne. Where 
He acts, there only can we see Him. He is the wide-spread omnipresent power, which is every where 
employed, but which we can never see, and never know, except so far as He shall manifest Himself by 
His doings. 

"If we thus succeed in obtaining just conceptions of the Deity, as the invisible and universal power, 
pervading all space, and existing in all time, we shall at once perceive that the only way by which He can 
make Himself known to His creatures, is by acting Himself out, as it were, in His works; and of course the 
nature of the Manifestation which is made will depend upon the nature of the works. In the structure of 
a solar system, with its blazing centre and revolving worlds, the Deity, invisible itself, acts out its mighty 
power, and the unerring perfection of its intellectual skill. At the same time, while it is carrying on these 
mighty movements, it is exercising, in a very different scene, its untiring industry, and unrivalled taste, in 

clothing a mighty forest with verdure, &c. &c.And so everywhere this unseen and universal essence 

acts out its various attributes by its different works. We can learn its nature only by the character of the 
effects which spring from it... 

"This universal essence, then, must display to us its nature, by acting itself out in a thousand places, by 
such manifestations of itself as it wishes us to understand. Does God desire to impress us with the idea 
of His power? He darts the lightning, &c. &c. Does He wish to beam upon us in love? What can be more 

expressive than the sweet summer sunset, &c.How can He make us acquainted with His benevolence 

and skill? Why, by acting them out in some mechanism which exhibits them. He may construct an eye or 
a hand for man, &c. How can He give us some conception of His intellectual powers? He can plan the 

motions of the planets, &c. &c.But the great question, after all, is to come. It is the one to which we 

have meant that all we have been saying should ultimately tend. How can such a Being exhibit the moral 
principle by which His mighty energies are all controlled?" pp. 6--14. 

It is impossible to do justice to one's feelings of distress and dismay on studying this passage,--to explain 
what one thinks of it, and why,--to convince a careless reader that one's language about it is not 
extravagant. Nor is it necessary perhaps, as it does not directly bear upon the subject before us,--to 
which I will hasten on. I interrupt the course of his exposition merely to put in a protest against the 
doctrine of it, which, to speak shortly and plainly, is pantheistic, and against the spirit of it, which 
breathes an irreverence approaching to blasphemy. Should the reader think the tone of this paragraph is 
out of keeping with the remarks as yet made, he will see in a little time that Mr. Abbott does not allow 
one to preserve that didactic or critical air, which is commonly appropriate to a discussion such as the 
present. To proceed, however, with our immediate subject, the author's views, not of natural, but 
revealed religion:— 

"He is an unseen, universal power, utterly invisible to us, and imperceptible, except so far as He shall act 
out His attributes in what He does. How shall He act out moral principle? It is easy, by his material 
creation, to make any impression upon us, which material objects can make; but how shall He exhibit to 
us the moral beauty of justice and benevolence and mercy between man and man? .... He might 
declare His moral attributes as He might have declared His power; but if He would bring home to us the 
one as vividly and distinctly as the other, He must act out His moral principles by a moral manifestation, 
in a moral scene; and the great beauty of Christianity is, that it represents Him as doing so. He brings out 
the purity, and spotlessness, and moral glory of the Divinity, through the workings of a human mind, 
called into existence for this purpose, and stationed in a most conspicuous attitude among men. Thus 
the moral perfections of divinity show themselves to us in the only way by which, so far as we can see, it 







is possible directly to show them, by coming out in action, in the very field of human duty, by a 
mysterious union with a human intellect and human powers. It is God manifest in the flesh; the visible 
moral image of an all-pervading moral Deity, Himself for ever invisible." pp. 14, 15. 

On this explanation of the Incarnation, now alas, not unpopular even in our own Church, viz. that "God 
manifest in the flesh" is "the visible moral image" of God, let us hear the judgment of one who was a 
Trinitarian, and has lately avowed Socinianism. He thus relates the change in his own religious 
profession: 

"In my anxiety to avoid a separation from the Church by the deliberate surrender of my mind to my old 
Unitarian convictions, I took refuge in a modification of the Sabellian theory, and availed myself of the 
moral unity which I believe to exist between God the Father and Christ, joined to the consideration that 
Christ is called in the New Testament the Image of God, and addressed my prayers to God as appearing 
in that Image. I left nothing untried to cultivate and encourage this feeling by devotional means. Rut 
such efforts of mere feeling (and I confess with shame their frequency on my part for the sake of what 
seemed most religious) were always vain and fruitless. Sooner or later my reason has not only frustrated 
but punished them. In the last mentioned instance, the devout contrivance would not hear examination. 
Sabellianism is only Unitarianism disguised in words: and as for the worship of an image in its absence, 
the idea is most unsatisfactory. In this state, however, I passed five or six years; but the return to the 
clear and definite Unitarianism in which I had formerly been, was as easy as it was natural."--Heresy and 
Orthodoxy, p. viii. 

This passage proves thus much, not that the philosophising in question leads to Socinianism, but that it 
is one under which Socinianism may lie hid, even from a man's own consciousness; and this is just the 
use I wish to make of it against Mr. Abbott. He ends as follows: 

"The substance of the view, which I have been wishing to impress upon your minds, is, that we are to 
expect to see Him solely through the manifestations He makes of Himself in His works. We have seen in 
what way some of the traits of His character are displayed in the visible creation, and how at last He 
determined to manifest His moral character, by bringing it into action through the medium of a human 
soul. The plan was carrier! into effect, and the mysterious person thus formed appears for the first time 
to our view in the extraordinary boy, &c." pp. 15, 16. 

In these passages it seems to be clearly maintained that our Lord is a Manifestation of God in precisely 
that way in which His creatures are, though in a different respect, viz. as regards His moral attributes,--a 
Manifestation, not having any thing in it essentially peculiar and incommunicable, and therefore "a 
Manifestation" as he in one passage expresses himself, not the Manifestation of the Father. 

Further he expressly disclaims any opinion concerning the essential and superhuman relation, or (as he 
calls it) the "metaphysical" relation of the Son to the Father, in a passage which involves a slight upon 
other doctrines of a most important, though not of such a sacred character. 

"Another source of endless and fruitless discussion, is disputing about questions which can be of no 
practical consequence, however they may be decided; such as the origin of sin," 
does this mean original sin? 

"the state of the soul between death and the resurrection, the salvation of infants." 
is it possible he should thus talk! 

"The precise metaphysical relationship of the Son to the Father." p. 323 



Why called metaphysical, I do not understand, but we have been already introduced to this word by Mr. 
Erskine, whose original fallacy also, be it observed, is faithfully preserved in this passage;--"questions 
which can be of no practical consequence," as if we have any warrant thus to limit, or to decide upon, 
the gracious revelations of God. He continues, 

"We have said they are of no practical consequence; of course an ingenious reason can contrive to 
connect practical consequences with any subject whatever, and in his zeal he will exaggerate the 
importance of the connexion;" 

I interrupt the reader, to remind him that the subjects spoken of in this careless self-satisfied way, are 
those which from the first have been preserved in Creeds and Confessions as the most necessary, most 
solemn truths;-- 

"in fact every subject in the moral world is more or less connected with every other one; nothing stands 
out entirely detached and isolated, and consequently a question which its arguers will admit to be 
merely a theoretical one, will never be found." p. 32, 4. 

But if so, who shall draw the line between truths practical and theoretical? Shall we trust the work to 
such as Mr. A.? Surely this passage refutes his own doctrine. We also say that there are no two subjects 
in religion but may be connected by our minds, and therefore, for what we know, perchance are 
connected in fact. All we maintain in addition, is, that evidence of the fact of that connexion is not 
necessary for the proof of their importance to us, and further, that we have no right to pronounce that 
they are revealed merely with a view to their importance to us. 

He disposes of the Catholic doctrine of Christ's eternal Son-ship by calling it metaphysical: how he 
escapes from the Catholic doctrine of the Incarnation we have already seen,--he resolves it into a moral 
Manifestation of God in the person of Christ. But his view requires a few more words of explanation. 
First he speaks of God in pantheistic language, as an Anima Mundi, or universal essence, who has no 
known existence except in His works, as an all-pervading power or principle not external to the created 
world, but in it, and developed through it. He goes on to say that Almighty God, who is thus illimitable 
and incomprehensible, is exhibited in personal attributes in Christ, as if all the laws and provisions in 
which He energizes in nature impersonally, were condensed and exemplified in a real personal being. 
Hence he calls our Lord by a strange term, the personification of God, i. e. (I suppose) the personal 
image, or the manifestation in a person. In other words God, whose person is unknown in nature, in 
spite of His works, is revealed in Christ, who is the express image of His person; and just in this, and (as I 
conceive) nothing more, would he conceive there was a difference between the manifestation of God in 
Christ and the Manifestation of Him in a plant or flower. Christ is a personal Manifestation. Whether 
there be any elements of truth in this theory, I do not concern myself to decide; thus much is evident, 
that he so applies it as utterly to explain away the real divinity of our Lord. The passages are as follow:- 

"It is by Jesus Christ that we have access to the Father. This vivid exhibition of His character, this 
personification of His moral attributes, opens to us the way. Here we see a manifestation of divinity, an 
image of the Invisible God, which comes as it were down to us; it meets our feeble faculties with a 
personification," &c. p. 40. 

"We accordingly commenced with His childhood, and were led at once into a train of reflection on the 
nature and the character of that eternal and invisible essence, whose attributes were personified in 
Him." p. 192. 

"The human mind . . . reaches forward for some vision of the Divinity, the great unseen and 



inconceivable essence. Jesus Christ is the personification of the divinity for us, the brightness of His glory 
and the express image of His person." p. 200. 

Next, as to his opinions concerning the doctrine of the Atonement. I will not deny that some of his 
general expressions are correct, and taken by themselves, would be satisfactory; but they are 
invalidated altogether by what he has at other times advanced. It may be recollected that Mr. E., in his 
treatise on Internal Evidence, lays such a stress upon the use of the Atonement as a Manifestation, as to 
throw the real doctrine itself into the shade. 

Viewed in itself, Christ's death is, we believe, a sacrifice acting in some unknown way for the expiation of 
human sin; but Mr. E. views it, (as indeed it may well be viewed, but exclusively as it should not be 
viewed,) as a mark and pledge of God's love to us, which it would be, though it were not an Expiation. 
Even though Christ's incarnation issued in nothing more than His preaching to the world and sealing His 
doctrine with His blood, it would be a great sign of His love, and a pledge now of our receiving blessings 
through Him; for why should He die except He meant to be merciful to us? but this would not involve 
the necessity of an expiation. St. Paul died for the Church, and showed his love for it in this sense. When 
then the view of the Christian is limited, as Mr. E. would almost wish it to be, to the Manifestation of the 
Atonement, or the effect of the Atonement on our minds, no higher doctrine is of necessity elicited than 
that of its being a sign of God's mercy, as the rainbow might be, and a way is laid, by obscuring, to 
obliterate the true doctrine concerning it. So far Mr. E. proceeds, not denying it (far from it) but putting 
it aside in his philosophical evidence: Mr. A., upon the very same basis, is bolder in his language, and 
almost, if not altogether gets rid of it. 

In the following passage he applies Mr. Erskine's doctrine of the moral lesson, taught in Christ's death, of 
the justice and mercy of God; and he will be found distinctly to assert that the virtue of it lay in this, viz. 
that it was a declaration of God's hatred of sin, the same in kind as the punishment of the sinner would 
have been, only more perfect, a means of impressing on us His hatred of sin; not as if it really reconciled 
us to an offended Creator. 

"The balm for your wounded spirit is this, that the moral impression in respect to the nature and 
tendencies of sin, which is the only possible reason God can have in leaving you to suffer its penalties," 

one should think the reason might be that "the wages of sin is death," 

"is accomplished far better by the life and death of His Son;-" 

surely it is a greater balm to know that Christ has put away the wrath of God, as Scripture says, than to 
theorize about "moral impressions" beyond the word of Scripture. Observe too he says "the life and 
death," excluding the proper idea of Atonement, which lies in the death of Christ, and so tending to 
resolve it into a Manifestation. 

"God never could have wished to punish you for the sake of doing evil;" 

how unspeakably bold; when God says he does punish the sinner, not indeed for the sake of evil, but as 
a just and holy God! 

"and all the good which He could have accomplished by it, is already effected in another and a better 
way." p. 179 

Here is the same assumption which was just now instanced from the writings of Mr. Scott, of Aston 
Sandford, that God cannot inflict punishment except for the sake of a greater good, or, (as Mr. A. 



himself has expressed it just before) "because the welfare of His government requires" it, which is an 
altogether gratuitous statement. 

Again: 

"A knowledge of the death of Christ, with the explanation of it given in the Scriptures, touches men's 
hearts, it shows the nature and tendencies of sin, it produces fear of God's displeasure, and resolution 
to return to duty; and thus produces effects by which justice is satisfied, 

observe, not by an expiation, but by the repentance of the offender in consequence of the "moral 
impression" attendant on the "Manifestation" of Christ's death,- 

"and the authority of the law sustained far better in fact, than it would be by the severest punishment of 
the guilty sinner." p. 174. 

"Look at the moral effect of this great sacrifice, and feel that it takes off all the necessity of punishment, 
and all the burden of your guilt." p. 190. 

The necessity of punishment is (according to Mr. A.) the well being of the Universe: and the virtue of the 
great sacrifice is, not expiation, atonement in God's sight, but the moral effect of Christ's death on those 
who believe in it. So again, in a passage lately quoted for another purpose: 

"It is by Jesus Christ that we have access to the Father. This vivid exhibition of His character, this 
personification of His moral attributes, opens to us the way." p. 40. 

Lastly, we have the same stress laid upon the facts of the Gospel as in Mr. Erskine's work, with this 
difference, that Mr. Erskine supposes the orthodox doctrine, or what he considers such, to be conveyed 
in the facts; Mr. Abbott, with the liberalism to which his predecessor leads, but which is more 
characteristic of this day than of fifteen years ago, seems to think that various theories may be raised 
about the facts, whether orthodox or otherwise, but that the facts alone are of consequence to us. 

"Such are the three great Manifestations of Himself to man, which the one Unseen All-pervading 
Essence has made, and exhibited to us in the Bible, and in our own experience and observation,"- 

—This sentence, be it observed in passing, savours strongly of Sabellianism; he has spoken of what he 
calls three Manifestations of Almighty God, as our natural Governor, as influencing the heart, and as in 
Jesus Christ, without there being any thing in his way of speaking to show, that he attributed these 
Manifestations respectively to Three Persons. He proceeds: 

"Though there have been interminable disputes in the Christian Church about the language which has 
been employed to describe these facts, there has been comparatively little dispute among even nominal 
Christians about the facts themselves." p. 39. 

Such is the theology to which Mr. E.'s principle is found to lead in the bands of Mr. Abbott; a theology, 
(so to name it,) which violently robs the Christian Creed of all it contains, except those outward 
historical facts through which its divine truths were fulfilled and revealed to man. 

This brief explanation of Mr. Abbott's theological system may be fitly followed up by some specimens of 
the temper and tone of his religions sentiments. In this way we shall be able to ascertain the state of 
mind which such speculations presuppose and foster. 



"Jesus Christ had a taste for beauty, both of nature and art; He admired the magnificent architecture of 
the Temple, and deeply lamented the necessity of its overthrow, and his dress was at least of such a 
character, that the disposal of it was a subject of importance to the well paid soldiers who crucified 
him." P. 50,51. 

I put aside the utter unreasonableness of this last remark; but let us think seriously, is CHRIST GOD, or is 
He not? if so, can we dare talk of Him as having "a taste for nature?" It is true Mr. A. does speak in this 
way of the Almighty Father also; so that it may be said rather to prove that He has a grovelling 
conception of GOD than of CHRIST. Perhaps it will be more truly said that his irreverence towards the 
Saviour, has led on to the other more direct profaneness. Yet a "taste for beauty of art.'" This of the 
Eternal Son of GOD, the Creator; will it be said that He is man also? true;--but His personality is in His 
Godhead, if I may express myself in theological language. He did not undo what He was before, He did 
not cease to be the Infinite GOD, but He added to Him the substance of a man, and thus participated in 
human thoughts and feelings, yet without impairing (God forbid) His divine perfection. The Incarnation 
was not "a conversion of the Godhead into flesh, but a taking of the manhood into GOD." It seems there 
is need of the Athanasian creed in these dangerous times. A mystery, indeed, results from this view, for 
certain attributes of Divinity and of manhood seem incompatible; and there may be some revealed 
instances in our Lord's history on earth of less than divine thought and operation: but because of all this 
we never must speak, we have utterly no warrant to speak, of the Person of the Eternal Word as 
thinking and feeling like a mere man, like a child, or a boy, as simply ignorant, imperfect, and dependent 
on the creature, which is Mr. A.'s way. In saying this, I am quite aware that the sensitiveness of a 
Christian mind will at once, without argument, shrink from a passage such as that commented on, but I 
say it by way of accounting for its aversion, which, perhaps, it may not be able to justify to others. To 
proceed:-- 

"Jesus Christ was in some respects the most bold, energetic, decided, and courageous man that ever 
lived; but in others he was the most flexible, submissive, and yielding." p. 51. 

The Son of God made flesh, though a man, is beyond comparison with other men; His person is not 
human; but to say "most of all men" is to compare. 

"There never was a mission, or an enterprise of any kind, conducted with a more bold, energetic, 
fearless spirit, than the Saviour's mission." p. 52. 

This sentence may not seem objectionable to many people, and as it is similar to many others in the 
work, it may be right to remark upon it. The truth is, we have got into a way of, what may be called, 
panegyrizing our Lord's conduct, from our familiarity with treatises on External Evidence. It has been the 
fashion of the day to speak as to unbelievers, and, therefore, to level the sacred history to the rank of a 
human record, by way of argument. Hence we have learned to view the truth merely externally, i. e. as 
an unbeliever would view it; and so to view and treat it even when we are not arguing; which involves, 
of course, an habitual disrespect towards what we hold to be divine, and ought to treat as such. This will 
in part account for the tone in which the history of the Jews is sometimes set forth. And it is remarkably 
illustrated in the work before us, which though pointedly addressed only to those, who "have confessed 
their sins and asked forgiveness," who "strive against temptation, and seek help from above," (vid. p. I.) 
yet is continually wandering into the external view of CHRIST'S conduct, and assumes in a didactic 
treatise, what is only accidentally allowable in controversy. 

"There is something very bold and energetic in the measures He adopted in accomplishing His work.... In 
fact, there perhaps never was so great a moral effect produced in three years, on any community so 



extensive, if we consider at all the disadvantages incident to the customs of those days. There was no 
press, no modes of extensive written communication, no regularly organized channels of intercourse 
whatever between the different portions of the community. He acted under every disadvantage." p. 53, 
54. 

Under no disadvantage, if He were GOD. But this is only part of one great error under which this writer 
lies. "There was no press!" What notions he has concerning the nature, the strength, and the 
propagation of moral truth! 

"He sought solitude, He shrunk from observation; in fact, almost the only enjoyment which he seemed 
really to love, was His lonely ramble at midnight, for rest and prayer.... It is not surprising, that after the 
heated crowds and exhausting labours of the day, He should love to retire to silence and seclusion, to 
enjoy the cool and balmy air, the refreshing stillness, and all the beauties and glories of midnight among 
the solitudes of the Galilean hills, to find there happy communion with his Father, &c." p. 55. 

The more ordinary and common-place, the more like vulgar life, the more carnal the history of the 
Eternal Son of GOD is made, the more does this writer exult, in it. He exults in sinking the higher notion 
of Christ, and in making the flesh the hgemonikon of a Divine Essence. Even a prophet or apostle might 
be conceived to subdue the innocent enjoyments of His lower nature to the sovereignty of faith, and 
enjoy this world as an emblem and instrument of the unseen. But it is the triumph of Rationalism to 
level every thing to the lowest and most tangible form into which it can be cast, and to view the Saviour 
Himself, not in His mysterious greatness, acting by means of human nature, and ministered unto by 
Angels in it, but as what I dare not draw out, lest profane words be necessary,-as akin to those lower 
natures which have but an animal existence. 

"Another thing which exhibits the boldness and enterprise that characterized his plans for making an 
impression on the community, was the peculiarly new and original style of public speaking He adopted." 
p. 55. 

"This then is the key to the character of JESUS CHRIST in respect to spirit and decision." p. 57. 

"For the real sublimity of courage, the spectacle of this deserted and defenceless sufferer coming at 
midnight to meet the betrayer and his band, far exceeds that of Napoleon urging on his columns over 
the bridge of Lodi, or even that of Regulus returning to his chains." p. 59, 60. 

One seems to incur some ceremonial pollution by repeating such miserable words. 

"He evidently observed, and enjoyed nature. There are many allusions to His solitary walks in the fields, 
and on the mountains, and by the sea side, but the greatest evidence of His love for nature is to he seen 
in the manner in which He speaks of its beauties. A man's metaphors are drawn from the sources with 
which he is most familiar, or which interest him most." p. 60. 

"We learn in the same manner how distinct were the impressions of beauty or sublimity, which the 
works of nature made upon the Saviour, by the manner in which He alluded to them ... Look at the lilies 
of the field, says He.. . . A cold heartless man, without taste or sensibility, would not have said such a 
thing as that. He could not; and we may be as sure, that JESUS CHRIST had stopped to examine and 
admire the grace and beauty of the plant, &c." p. 61, 62. 

"Now JESUS CHRIST noticed these things. He perceived their beauty and enjoyed it." p. 62. 

Surely such passages as these are direct evidence of Socinianism. Does any one feel curiosity, or wonder, 



does any one search and examine, in the case of things fully known to Him? Could the Creator of nature 
"stop to examine" and "enjoy the grace and beauty" of His own work? Were indeed this said of Him, we 
should say, "Here is one of the Mysteries which attend on the Incarnation," but since we cannot suspect 
such writers as Mr. A. of inventing a Mystery for the sake of it, we must take it evidence of a carnal and 
Socinian view of the Saviour of mankind. 

"He observed every thing, and His imagination was stored with an inexhaustible supply of images, drawn 
from every source, and with these He illustrated and enforced His principles in a manner altogether 
unparalleled by any writings, sacred or profane." p. 63. 

So this is the ashes to be given as children's meat, to those who "confess" and repent, and try to know 
GOD'S will in the Gospel. 

"Even His disciples, till they came to see Him die, had no conception of His love. They learned it at last, 
however. They saw Him suffer and die; and inspiration from above explained to them something about 
the influence of His death. They enjoyed its benefits long before. 

All this is presumptuous and unsatisfactory, but let it pass. 

"It is hard to tell which touches our gratitude most sensibly; the ardent love which led Him to do what 
He did, or the delicacy with which He refrained from speaking of it, to those who were to reap its fruits." 
p. 94. 

that is, the delicacy towards sinners of an injured Creator, coming to atone in some mysterious way by 
His own sufferings for their sins in the sight of GOD and His Father. 

"There is in fact no moral or spiritual safety without these feelings, and our Saviour knew this full well." 
p. 204. 

"Jesus Christ understood human nature better.... He was wiser than the builders of the pyramids... .The 
Saviour did the work, and did it better, by a few parting words." p. 217. 

Such are the feelings which this writer ventures to express concerning Him, who is his Lord and his God. 
In condemning, however, his most unclean and miserable imaginings, I have neither wish nor occasion 
to speak against him as an individual. We have no concern with him. We know nothing of his 
opportunities of knowing better, nor how far what appears in his writings is an index of his mind. We 
need only consider him as the organ, involuntary (if you will) or unwitting, but still the organ, of the 
spirit of the age, the voice of that scornful, arrogant, and self-trusting spirit, which has been unchained 
during these latter ages, and waxes stronger in power day by day, till it is fain to stamp under foot all the 
host of heaven. This spirit we may steadily contemplate to our great edification; but to do more than 
denounce it as such, to judge or revile its instruments, would involve another sin besides 
uncharitableness. For surely, this is a spirit which has tempted others besides those who have yielded to 
its influences; and like an infection of the air, it has perchance ere now, in some degree, not perhaps as 
regards the high doctrines of the gospel, but in some way or other, breathed upon those, who, at the 
present crisis of things, feel themselves called upon solemnly to resist it. The books of the day are so full 
of its evil doctrine in a modified shape, if not in its grosser forms, the principles (I may say,) of the nation 
are so instinct with it or based in it, that the best perhaps that can be said of any of us, or at most of all 
but a few, is that they have escaped from it, "so as by fire," and that the loudness of their warning is but 
a consequence of past danger, terror, and flight. 



I view the works, then, of this writer, whether in their publication, or in their general reception, as signs 
of the religious temper of this Age. What shall be said of the praise that has been lavished on them? the 
popularity they have acquired? Granting that there are many things in them, from which a religious 
mind may gain something (for no one accuses Mr. A. of being deficient in quickness and intelligence, and 
he evidently has had opportunities of studying human nature, whatever success has attended him in 
it,--and it must be confessed that his first work published here was of a less objectionable character, and 
might well interest at first sight those who "thought no evil"), but, allowing all this, yet it may be fairly 
asked, is the book from which I have cited, one which can come very near to Christian minds without 
revolting them? How is it then that so many men professing strict religion, have embraced and dwelt on 
its statements without smelling the taint of death which is in them? And is there not something of a 
self-convicted mischief in that View of religion, which its upholders, independent of each other, and 
disagreeing with each other materially in other points of doctrine and discipline, attempt to support by 
editing a book, as conducive to it, which turns out to be all but Socinian? The reason (I believe), why 
many pious persons tolerate a writer such as this, is, that they have so fully identified spirituality of mind 
with the use of certain phrases and professions, that they cannot believe that a person who uses them 
freely and naturally can be but taught of the Holy Spirit: to believe it otherwise, would be unsettling 
their minds from the very foundation,--which indeed must take place sooner or later whether they will 
or not. 

With some quotations from the preface of one of Mr. A.'s editors, one of the most learned, orthodox, 
and moderate of the Dissenters of the day, I will bring this discussion to an end. 

"Mr. Abbott has so much of originality in his manner of thinking, and of unguarded simplicity in his style 
of expression," [as render a friendly editor useful.] "There might be peril that, without such a 
precaution, some readers would take a premature alarm, when they found some essential doctrines of 
Christianity conveyed in terms of simplicity, and elucidated by very familiar analogies, which appear 

considerably removed from our accredited phraseology.Whatever use we make of the language of 

the theological schools, we should never go beyond our ability to translate it into the plain speech of 
common life." 

As far as the words go, this means, when duly explained, though the writer could not of course intend it, 
that Mr. A.'s merit consists in having translated Trinitarianism into Socinianism. And that this is no unfair 
interpretation of the words, is plain from what presently follows, in which he speaks of the prejudice 
which the orthodox language and doctrine of divinity create against orthodoxy in the minds of those 
who are orthodox, all but receiving these orthodox statements. In other words, expressly specifying the 
Socinians, he requires us to adopt Mr. A.'s language in order to reconcile them to us. I quote his words. 

"But there is one department in the inseparable domain of theology and religion, upon Mr. Abbott's 
treatment of which, I should be very blameable, were I to withhold my convictions. Among us, as well as 
in the New England States, there is a body, large and respectable if considered absolutely, but far from 
large when viewed in comparison with the numbers of other professed Christians. It consists of those 
who disbelieve the doctrines held, as to their essential principles, by all other Christian denominations, 
with respect to the way in which sinful, guilty, degraded mankind may regain the favour of GOD and the 
pure felicity of the world to come;--the doctrines of a divine Saviour, His assumption of our nature, His 
propitiation and righteousness, and the restoration of holiness and happiness by His all-gracious Spirit. 
This class of persons is treated, by some public men, and in some influential writings, chiefly periodical, 
with scorn and contumely, and are held up to hatred, not to say persecution; they are continually 
represented as blasphemers and infidels, alike dangerous to the state, and inimical to all vital religion. 
Hence, thousands of excellent persons, deriving their only knowledge from the source to which I have 



alluded, regard this portion of their neighbours with horror, never think of treating them with 
tenderness, never attempt to obtain a lodgment for truth and holy affections in their hearts. Ah, little 

think these well meaning persons, &c.The circumstances of my life have put me into a condition of 

more correctly knowing this class of our fellow professors of Christianity; I know that there are among 
them serious, thoughtful, amiable persons, whose minds are prepossessed with prejudices against us 
and our system, much to the same extent as we are against them and theirs. I know, not merely how 
they reason, but how they feel. They in general have extremely erroneous conceptions of the orthodox 
system of faith. They have imbibed those misconceptions in early years; and subsequent circumstances 
have contributed to strengthen them. For some of those circumstances, of no trivial power to confirm 
prejudice, we have to blame ourselves. This is a state of things full of mischief and danger. Surely it is a 
pressing duty, to do all that we can for clearing away the clouds of ignorance and misrepresentation 
which, with so dire effect, discolour and distort the objects seen through them. For this purpose, it is to 
me an heartfelt pleasure to say that Mr. Abbott's "Corner Stone" is admirably adapted. Notions 
producing feelings, and those feelings of deep and wide activity in the formation of religious sentiments, 
have been derived from Pelagius, Socinus, and Episcopius, from Clarke, Law, and Watson, from Lardner, 
Priestley, and Channing; and it is the thoroughly pervading influence on the mind of those mutually 
acting feelings and sentiments, which produces all that is formidable in the theoretical objections, and 
much of that which is effective in the practical repugnance, which are entertained by many against the 
doctrines of grace and holiness, through the Atonement and the Spirit of Christ. Flow desirable to meet 
those feelings in their germinating principle; to anticipate those sentiments, by the dissolution of the 
causes which would form them. This is what our author has done. Flis reasonings and illustrations upon 
the personal and official attributes of our Lord and Saviour, are such as may be compared to the 
correctness of anatomical knowledge, the delicacy of touch, find the astonishing preciseness of applying 
the probe and the knife, which we admire in the first surgeons of the age." 

A correct and memorable witness indeed, to the kind of treatment offered by these religionists to Flim, 
whom, after Flis exposure on the cross, Flis true disciples reverently "took down," and "wrapped in fine 
linen," and "laid in a sepulchre wherein never man before was laid." 

I will conclude by summing up in one sentence, which must be pardoned me, if in appearance harsh, 
what the foregoing discussion is intended to show. There is a widely spread, though variously admitted 
School of doctrine among us, within and without the Church, which intends and professes peculiar piety, 
as directing its attention to the heart itself, not to any thing external to us, whether creed, actions, or 
ritual. I do not hesitate to assert that this doctrine is based upon error, that it is really a specious form of 
trusting man rather than God, that it is in its nature Rationalistic, and that it tends to Socinianism. Flow 
the individual supporters of it will act as time goes on is another matter,--the good will be separated 
from the bad; but the School, as such, will pass through Sabellianism, to that "god-denying Apostasy," to 
use the ancient phrase, to which in the beginning of its career it professed to be especially opposed. 

OXFORD. The Feast of the Purification. 

N. B. For reasons, not necessary here to explain, it may be proper to observe, that this Tract was written 
before the commencement of 1836. 

Postscript. 

Since the above Essay was in type, an account of Dr. Schleiermacher's view of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
as contained in an American Periodical, has been put into the writer's hands, and raises very painful 
feelings. [The Biblical Repository, Nos. 18 and 19; in which is translated and reviewed "Schleiermacher's 



Comparison of the Athanasian and Sabellian views of the Trinity."] 

It seems, indeed, impossible to doubt that a serious doctrinal error is coming as a snare over the whole 
of the Protestant part of Christendom, (every part, at least, which is not fallen into worse and more 
avowed heterodoxy,) being the result of an attempt of the intellect to delineate, philosophise, and 
justify that religion, (so called) of the heart and feelings, which has long prevailed. All over the 
Protestant world,--among ourselves, in Ireland, in Scotland, in Germany, in British America,--the revival 
of religious feeling during the last century has taken a peculiar form, difficult to describe or denote by 
any distinct appellation, but familiarly known to all who ever so little attend to what is going on in the 
general Church. It has spread, not by talents or learning in its upholders, but by their piety, zeal, and 
sincerity, and its own incidental and partial truth. At length, as was natural, its professors have been led 
to a direct contemplation of it, to a reflection upon their own feelings and belief, and the genius of their 
system; and thence has issued that philosophy of which Mr. Erskine and Mr. Abbott have in the 
foregoing pages afforded specimens. 

The American publication above alluded to, is a melancholy evidence that the learning and genius of 
Germany are to be made to bear, by the theologians of the United States, in favour of this same (as the 
writer must call it) spurious Christianity. Some passages from it shall be here extracted, which will be 
found to tend to one or other of these three objects, all of them more or less professed in the two works 
above analysed. 

1. That the one object of the Christian Revelation, or Dispensation, is to stir the affections, and soothe 
the heart. 

2. That it really contains nothing which is unintelligible to the intellect. 

3. That misbelievers, such as Socinians, &c., are made so, for the most part, by the Creeds, which are to 
be considered as the great impediments to the spread of the Gospel, both as being stumbling-blocks to 
the reason, and shackles and weights on the affections. 

"With regard to Schleiermacher's views as a Trinitarian, I can truly say that I have met with scarcely any 
writer, ancient or modern, who appears to have a deeper conviction of, or more hearty belief in, the 
doctrine of the real Godhead of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.... 'God manifest in the flesh," seems to 
be inscribed, in his view, on every great truth of the Gospel, and to enter as a necessary ingredient into 
the composition of its essential nature. Yet Schleiermacher was not made a Trinitarian by creeds and 
confessions. Neither the Nicene nor Athanasian symbol, nor any succeeding formula of Trinitarian 
doctrine, built on this, appears to have had any influence in the formation of his views. From the 
Scriptures, and from arguments flowing, as he believed, out of Scriptural premises, he became, and 
lived, and died, a hearty and constant believer in the One Living and True God, revealed to us as Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost.... He ventured to inquire whether, in the vehemence of dispute, and in the midst 
of philosophical mists, the former survey had been in all respects made with thorough and exact skill 
and care, and whether a report of it in all respects intelligible and consistent had been made 
out."-Translator, No. 18. p. 268, 9. 

"After defending in various places, in the most explicit manner, and with great ability, the doctrine of 
the Godhead of the Son and Spirit, and showing that such a development of the Deity is demanded by 
our moral wants, as sinners, in order that we may obtain peace and sanctification; he concludes, &c." 
ibid. 


"Of his view of the Trinity, we may at least say that it is intelligible. But who will venture to say, that any 



of the definitions heretofore given of personality in the Godhead in itself considered, I mean such 
definitions as have their basis in the Nicene or Athanasian Creeds, are intelligible and satisfactory to the 
mind?" p. 277. 

"The sum of Schleiermacher's opinions... is that... the Unity ... is God in se ipso;... but as to the Trinity, 
the Father is God as revealed in the works of creation, providence, and legislation: the Son is God in 
human flesh, the divine Logos incarnate; the Holy Ghost is God the sanctifier, who renovates the hearts 
of sinners, and dwells in the hearts of believers. The personality of the Godhead consists in these 
developments, made in time, and made to intelligent and rational beings. Strictly speaking, personality 
is not in his view eternal; and from the nature of the case as thus viewed, it could not be, because it 
consists in developments of the Godhead to intelligent beings, &c." p. 317. 

"That God has developed himself in these three different ways, is what they [Sabellius and 
Schleiermacher,] believe to be taught in the Scriptures, and to be commended to our spiritual 
consciousness by the nature of our wants, woes, and sins." No. 19, p. 81. 

"Dr. Schleiermacher asks, with deep emotion, what more is demanded? what more is necessary? what 
more can further the interest of practical piety?" p. 82. 

"I can see no contradiction, no absurdity, nothing even incongruous in the supposition, that the Divine 
Nature has manifested itself as Father, &c." p. 88. 

"Why should it ever have any more been overlooked that the names Father, &c. are names that have a 
relative sense.... than that such names as Creator, &c." p. 110. 

"It may be proper for me to say, that the results of this re-examination of the doctrine of the Trinity are, 
in their essential parts, the same which I some years since advocated in my letters addressed to the Rev. 
Dr. Channing, &c." p. 115. 

These extracts are perhaps sufficient to justify the apprehensions above expressed, as far as the more 
religious part of Protestant Germany is concerned. It is believed that Protestant France could be made 
to afford similar evidence of the Sabellian tendencies of the day. 


Tracts for the Times [Number 74] Catena Patrum No. I. Testimony of Writers in the later English 
Church to the Doctrine of the Apostolical Succession 


The Baptism of John, whence was it? from heaven or of men? And they reasoned among themselves, 
saying, If we shall say, From heaven, He will say unto us, Why did ye not then believe him? But if we 
shall say, Of men, we fear the people; for all hold John as a prophet. 



PERSONS who object to our preaching distinctly and unhesitatingly the doctrine of the Apostolical 
succession, must be asked to explain, why we may not do what our FATHERS in the Church have done 
before us, or whether they too, as well as we, are mistaken, or injudicious theorists, or Papists, in so 
doing? This question is here plainly put to them; and at the same time the attention of inquirers, who 
have not made up their minds on the subject, is invited to the answer, if any is forthcoming, from the 
parties addressed. 

The doctrine in dispute is this; that CHRIST founded a visible Church as an ordinance for ever, and 
endowed it once for all with spiritual privileges, and set His Apostles over it, as the first in a line of 
ministers and rulers, like themselves except in their miraculous gifts, and to be continued from them by 
successive ordination; in consequence, that to adhere to this Church thus distinguished, is among the 
ordinary duties of a Christian, and is the means of his appropriating the Gospel blessings with an 
evidence of his doing so not attainable elsewhere. 

The passages quoted below contain, it is presumed, this doctrine; but they are not intended as more 
than tokens and suggestions of the full testimony, contained in the works of their great authors. 


BILSON, BISHOP.-Perpetual Government of Christ's Church, ch. ix. p. 105 


It will happily [haply] be granted the Apostles had their prerogative and pre-eminence above others in 
the Church of CHRIST; but that limited to their persons, and during for their lives, and, therefore, no 
reason can be made for their superiority, to force the like to be received and established in the Church 
of CHRIST for all ages and places; since their office and function are long since ceased, and no like power 
reserved to their successors after them. I do not deny but many things in the Apostles were personal, 
&c. ... yet, that all their gifts ended with their lives, and no part of their charge and power remained to 
their after-comers, may neither be confessed by us, nor affirmed by any, unless we mean wholly to 
subvert the Church of CHRIST ... The Scriptures, once written, suffice all ages for instruction; the miracles 
then done, are for ever a most evident confirmation of their doctrine; the authority of their first calling 
liveth yet in their succession; and time and travel, joined with GOD'S graces, bring pastors at this present 
to perfection; yet the Apostles' charge to teach, baptize, and administer the LORD'S Supper, to bind and 
loose sinners in heaven and in earth, to impose hands for the ordaining of pastors and elders, these 
parts of the Apostolic function and charge are not decayed, and cannot be wanted in the Church of 
GOD. There must either be no Church, or else these must remain; for without these no Church can 
continue. 


HOOKER, PRESBYTER AND DOCTOR.-Ecclesiastical Polity, Book v. §77 


In that they are CHRIST'S ambassadors and His labourers, who should give them their commission, but 
He whose most inward affairs they manage? Is not GOD alone the FATHER of spirits? Are not souls the 
purchase of JESUS CHRIST? What angel in heaven could have said to man, as our LORD did unto Peter, 
"Feed my sheep,-preach-baptize-do this in remembrance of Me. Whose sins ye retain, they are 
retained; and their offences in heaven pardoned, whose faults you shall on earth forgive?" What think 



we? Are these terrestrial sounds, or else are they voices uttered out of the clouds above? The power of 
the ministry of GOD, translateth out of darkness into glory; it raiseth man from the earth, and bringeth 
GOD Himself from heaven; by blessing visible elements it maketh them invisible graces; it giveth daily 
the HOLY GHOST; it hath to dispose of that flesh which was given for the life of the world, and that 
blood which was poured out to redeem souls; when it poureth malediction upon the heads of the 
wicked, they perish; when it revoketh the same, they revive. 0 wretched blindness, if we admire not so 
great power; more wretched if we consider it aright, and, notwithstanding, imagine that any but GOD 
can bestow it! To whom CHRIST hath imparted power, both over that mystical body which is the society 
of souls, and over that natural which is Himself, for the knitting of both in one, (a work which antiquity 
doth call the making of CHRIST'S body,) the same power is in such not amiss both termed a kind of mark 
or character, and acknowledged to be indelible "Receive the HOLY GHOST; whose sins soever ye remit, 
they are remitted; whose sins ye retain, they are retained." Whereas, therefore, the other Evangelists 
had set down, that CHRIST did before His suffering promise to give His Apostles the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven, and being risen from the dead, promised moreover at that time a miraculous power of the 
HOLY GHOST, St. John addeth, that He also invested them even then with the power of the HOLY GHOST 
for castigation and relaxation of sin, wherein was fully accomplished that which the promise of the keys 
did import. Seeing therefore, that the same power is now given, why should the same form of words 
expressing it be thought foolish? 


Ibid. § 68. 


Now the privilege of the visible Church of GOD (for of that we speak) is to he herein like the ark of Noah, 
that, for any thing we know to the contrary, all without it are lost sheep; yet in this was the ark of Noah 
privileged above the Church, that whereas none of them which were in the one could perish, numbers in 
the other are cast away, because to eternal life our profession is not enough. 


BANCROFT, ARCHBISHOP.-Sermon preached at Paul's Cross 


This hath ever been reckoned a most certain ground and principle in religion, that that Church, which 
maintaineth without error the faith of CHRIST, which holdeth the true doctrine of the Gospel in matters 
necessary to salvation, and preacheth the same, which retaineth the lawful use of those Sacraments 
only which CHRIST hath appointed, and which appointeth vice to be punished, and virtue to be 
maintained, notwithstanding in some other respects, and in some points, it have many blemishes, 
imperfections, nay divers and sundry errors, is yet to be acknowledged for the Mother of the faithful, 
the House of GOD, the Ark of Noah, the pillar of Truth, and the spouse of CHRIST. From which Church 
whosoever doth separate himself, he is to be reckoned a schismatic or an heretic 

There are many causes set down by the said ancient FATHERS, why so many false prophets do go out 
into the world; but I will only touch four; whereof I find the contempt of Bishops especially to be one; 
for unto them, as St. Jerome saith, ever since St. Mark's time, the care of Church Government hath been 
committed; they had authority over the rest of the ministry "that the seed of schism might be taken 
away, &c." 



Read the Scriptures, but with sobriety; if any man presuming upon his knowledge, seek further than is 
meet for him, besides that he knoweth nothing as he ought to know, he shall cast himself into a 
labyrinth, and never find that he seeketh for. GOD hath bound Himself by His promise unto His Church 
of purpose, that men by her good direction might in this point be relieved; to whose godly 
determination in matters of question, her dutiful children ought to submit themselves without any 
curious or wilful contradiction. I could bring many authorities to this effect. 


ANDREWS, BISHOP AND DOCTOR.-Sermons on Whitsunday, No. 9. (Works, p. 695.) 


The HOLY GHOST may be received more ways than one. He hath many spiramina; polutropoV, "in many 
manners" He comes; and multiformis gratia He comes with. He and they carry the name of their cause; 
and to receive them is to receive the SPIRIT. There is a gratum faciens, the saving grace of the SPIRIT, for 
one to save himself by, received by each, without respect to others; and there is a gratis data (whatever 
become of us) serving to save others by, without respect to ourselves. And there is cariV diakoniaV, the 
grace of a holy calling, for it is a grace, to be a conduit of grace any way. All these; and all from one and 
the same SPIRIT. 

That was here conferred, (in John xx. 22.) was not the saving grace of inward sanctimony; they were not 
"breathed on" to that end. The Church to this day gives this still in her ordinations, but the saving grace 
the Church cannot give; none but GOD can give that. Nor the gratis data it is not. That came by the 
tongues, both the gift of speaking divine languages, and the gift of apofqeggesqai, speaking wisely, and 
to the purpose: and (we know) none is either the holier or the learneder by his ordination. 

Yet a grace it is. For the very office itself is a grace; mihi data est haec gratia, saith the Apostle, in more 
places than one; and speaks of his office and nothing else. The Apostleship was a grace, yet no saving 
grace. Else, should Judas have been saved. Clearly then, it is the grace of their calling (this) whereby they 
were sacred and made persons public, and their acts authentical, and they enabled to do somewhat 
about he remission of sins, that is not (of like avail) done by others, though perhaps, more learned and 
virtuous than they, in that they have not the like mitto vos, nor the same accipite that these have. 


Ibid.--Sermon on Absolution. (Appendix, p. 90.) 


The power of remitting sin is originally in GOD, and in GOD alone. And CHRIST our SAVIOUR, by means of 
the union of the Godhead and manhood into one person, by virtue whereof "The Son of man hath 
power to forgive sins upon earth." 

This power being thus solely vested in GOD, He might, without wrong to any, have retained and kept to 
Himself, and without means of word or sacrament, and without ministers, either apostles or others, 
have exercised immediately by Himself from Heaven. But we should then have said of the remission of 
sins, saith St. Paul, "Who shall go up to heaven for it, and fetch it thence? for which cause," saith he, 
"the righteousness of faith speaketh thus. Say not so, &c." 


Partly this, but there should be no such difficulty to shake our faith, as once to imagine to fetch CHRIST 




from heaven for the remission of our sins; and partly also, because CHRIST, to whom alone this 
commission was originally granted, having ordained Himself a body, would work by bodily things, and 
having taken the nature of a man upon Him, would honour the nature He had so taken, for these causes; 
that which was His, and His alone. He vouchsafed to impart, and out of His commission to grant a 
commission, and thereby to associate them to Himself, (it is His own word by the prophet) and to make 
them sunergous, that is cooperatores, workers together with Him (as the Apostle speaketh) to the work 
of salvation, both of themselves and of others. From GOD then it is derived; from GOD and to men. * * * 

Now if we ask, to what men? the text is plain. They to whom CHRIST said this Remiseritis, were the 
Apostles. 

In the Apostles, (that we may come nearer yet) we find three capacities as we may term them, 1. As 
Christians in general. 2. As preachers, priests, or ministers, more special. 3. As those twelve persons, 
whom in strict propriety of speech, we term the Apostles. 

Some things that CHRIST spake to them, He spake to them as representing the whole company of 
Christians; as his Vigilate. 

Some things to them, not as Christians, but as preachers or priests; as His Ite praedicate Evangelium and 
his Hoc facile; which no man thinketh all Christians may do. 

And some things to themselves personally: as that He had appointed them witnesses of His miracles and 
resurrection, which cannot be applied but to them and them in person. It remaineth we inquire, in 
which of these three capacities CHRIST imparted to them this commission. 

Not to the Apostles properly; that is, this was no personal privilege to be in them, and to die with them, 
that they should only execute it for a time, and none ever after them. GOD forbid we should so think it. 
For, this power being more than needful for the world, (as in the beginning it was said,) it was not to be 
either personal, or for a time; then those persons dying, and those times determining, them in the ages 
following (as we now in this) that should light into this prison or captivity of sin, how could they or we 
receive any benefit by it? Of nature, it is said by the heathen philosopher, that it does neither abundare 
in superfluis, nor deficere in necessariis. GOD forbid, but we should ascribe as much to GOD at the least, 
that neither He would ordain power superfluous or more than needed, or else, it being needful, would 
appropriate it unto one age, and leave all other destitute of it; and not rather, as all writers both new 
and old take it, continue it successively to the world's end. 

And as not proper to the Apostles' persons, so neither common to all Christians in general, nor in the 
persons of all Christians conveyed to them. Which thing the very circumstances of the text do evict. For 
He sent them first, and after inspired them; and after both these, gave them this commission. Now all 
Christians are not so sent, nor all Christians inspired with the grace or gift of the SPIRIT, that they were 
here. Consequently, it was not intended to the whole society of Christians. Yea, I add, that forasmuch as 
these two, both these two, must go before it, Missio and Inspiratio, that though GOD inspire some 
laymen, if I may have leave so to term them, with very special graces of knowledge to this end, yet 
inasmuch as they have not the former, of sending, it agreeth not to them, neither may they exercise it, 
until they be sent, that is, until they have their calling thereunto. 

It being then neither personal nor peculiar to them as Apostles, nor again common to all as Christians, it 
must needs be committed to them as ministers, priests, or preachers; and consequently to these that in 
that office and function do succeed them, to whom this commission is still continued. Neither are they, 
that are ordained or instituted to that calling, ordained or instituted by any other words or verse than 



this (John xx. 23). Yet not so, that absolutely without them, GOD cannot bestow it, on whom or when 
Him pleaseth; or that He is bound to this means only, and cannot work without it. For, gratia Dei non 
alligatur mediis, the grace of GOD is not bound but free, and can work without means either of word or 
sacrament; and as without means, so without ministers, how and when to Him seemeth good. But 
speaking of that which is proper and ordinary, in the course by Him established, this is an ecclesiastical 
act, committed as the residue of the ministry of reconciliation to ecclesiastical persons. And if at any 
time He vouchsafe it by others that are not such, they be in that case Ministri necessitatis, non officii, in 
case of necessity ministers, but by office not so. * * * 

The remission of sins, as it is from GOD only, so it is by the death and blood-shedding of CHRIST alone; 
but for the applying of this unto us, there are divers means established. * * * In the institution of 
Baptism there is a power to that end. * * 2. Again, there is also another power for the remission of sins, 
in the institution of the Holy Eucharist. * * 3. Besides, in the word itself there is a like power ordained. 
"Now are you clean," saith CHRIST, (no doubt from their sins) propter Sermonem hunc. And the very 
name giveth as much, that it is entitled, "The Word of Reconciliation." 4. Further there is to the same 
effect a power in prayer, and that in the priests' prayers, "Call for the Priests," saith the Apostle, "and let 
them pray for the sick person, and if he have committed sin, it shall be forgiven him." All and every of 
them, are acts for the remission of sins: and in all and every of these, is the minister required, and they 
cannot be dispatched without him. 

But the ceremonies and circumstances that here (John xx. 23.) I find used, prevail with me to think, that 
there is somewhat here imparted to them, that was not before. For it carrieth no likelihood, that our 
SAVIOUR bestowing on them nothing here, but that which before He had, would use so much solemnity, 
so diverse and new circumstances, no new or diverse grace being here communicated. * * * take it to be 
a power distinct from the former, and (not to hold you long) to be the accomplishment of the promise 
made (Matt. xvi. 19.) of the power of the keys, which here in this place and in these words is fulfilled; 
and have therein for me, the joint consent of the FATHERS. Which being a different power in itself, is 
that which we call the act or benefit of absolution; in which, as in the rest, there is in the due time and 
place of it, an use for the remission of sins. 


HALL, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-On Episcopacy, Pt. iii. p. 9. 


And for you, my dearly beloved brethren at home, for CHRIST'S sake, for the Church's sake, for your 
souls' sake be exhorted to hold to this holy institution of your blessed SAVIOUR and His unerring 
apostles, and bless GOD for Episcopacy. Do but cast your eyes a little back, and see what noble 
instruments of GOD'S glory He hath been pleased to raise up in this very Church of ours out of this 
sacred vocation; what famous servants of GOD, what strong champions of truth, and renowned 
antagonists of Rome and her superstitions; what admirable preachers, what incomparable writers, yea, 
what constant and undaunted martyrs and confessors, &c.... Neither doubt I but that it will please GOD, 
out of the same rod of Aaron, still to raise such blossoms and fruit, as shall win Him glory to all eternity. 
So you are to honour those your reverend pastors, to hate all factious withdrawings from that 
government, which comes the nearest of any Church upon earth to the Apostolical Let me therefore 
confidently shut up all with that resolute word of that blessed Martyr and Saint, Ignatius "Let all things 
be done to the honour of GOD, give respect to your bishop as you would GOD should respect you. My 
soul for theirs which obey their bishop, presbyters, and deacons; GOD grant that my portion may be the 



same with theirs." And let my soul have the same share with that blessed Martyr that said so. Amen. 


LAUD, ARCHBISHOP AND MARTYR.-Conference with Fisher, xvi. 29. 


"I am with you always unto the end of the world." Yes most certain it is,--present by His SPIRIT; or else in 
bodily presence He continued not with His Apostles, but during His abode on earth. And this promise of 
His spiritual presence was to their successors; else, why "to the end of the world ?" The Apostles did not, 
could not, live so long. But then to the successors the promise goes no farther, than "I am with you 
always," which reaches to continual assistance, but not to divine and infallible. 

"The Comforter the HOLY GHOST shall abide with you for ever." Most true again; for the HOLY GHOST 
did abide with the Apostles, according to CHRIST'S promise thus made, and shall abide with their 
successors for ever, to comfort and preserve them. 


Ibid.--xxv. 15. 


CHRIST promised the Keys to St. Peter. (Matt, xvi.) True; but so did He to all the rest of the Apostles 
(Matt, xviii. John xx.) and to their successors as much as to his St. Augustine is plain, "If this were said 
only of St. Peter, then the Church hath no power to do it," which GOD forbid! The keys therefore were 
given to St. Peter and the rest in a figure of the Church, to whose power and for whose use they were 
given. But there's not one key in all that bunch, that can let in St. Peter's successors to a "more powerful 
principality" universal than the successors of the other Apostles had. 


BRAMHALL, ARCHBISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Vindication of the Church of England.-Discourse III 


I do also acknowledge that Episcopacy was comprehended in the Apostolic office, tanquam trigonus in 
tetragono, and the distinction was made by the Apostles, with the approbation of CHRIST; that the 
angels of the seven Churches in the Revelation were seven Bishops; that it is the most silly ridiculous 
thing in the world, to calumniate that for a Papal innovation, which was established in the Church before 
there was a Pope at Rome: which hath been received and approved in all ages since the very cradle of 
Christianity, by all sorts of Christians, Europeans, Africans, Asiatics, Indians, many of which never had 
any intercourse with Rome, nor scarcely ever heard of the name of Rome. If semper, ubique, et ab 
omnibus be not a sufficient plea, I know not what is. 

But because I esteem them Churches not completely formed, do I, therefore, exclude them from all 
hopes of salvation? or esteem them aliens and strangers from the commonwealth of Israel? or account 
them formal schismatics? No such thing. First, I know there are many learned persons among them who 
do passionately affect Episcopacy; some of which have acknowledged it to myself, that their Church 
would never be rightly settled, until it was new moulded. Baptism is a sacrament, the door of 



Christianity, a matriculation into the Church of Christ: yet the very desire of it in case of necessity, is 
sufficient to excuse from the want of actual Baptism. And is not the desire of Episcopacy sufficient to 
excuse from the actual want of Episcopacy, in like case of necessity? or should I censure these as 
Schismatics? 

Secondly, there are others, who though they do not long so much for Episcopacy, yet they approve it, 
and want it only out of invincible necessity. In some places the sovereign prince is of another 
communion; the Episcopal chairs are filled with Roman Bishops. If they should petition for Bishops of 
their own, it would not be granted. In other places the magistrates have taken away Bishops: whether 
out of policy, because they thought that regiment not so proper for their republics, or because they 
were ashamed to take away the revenues, and preserve the order, or out of a blind zeal; they have given 
an account to GOD: they owe none to me. Should I condemn all these as schismatics for want of 
Episcopacy, who want it out of invincible necessity? 

Thirdly, there are others who have neither the same desires, nor the same esteem of Episcopacy, but 
condemn it as an Anti-christian innovation, and a rag of Popery. I conceive this to be most gross schism 
materially. It is ten times more schismatical to desert, nay, to take away (so much as lies in them) the 
whole order of Bishops, than to subtract obedience from one lawful Bishop. All that can be said to 
mitigate this fault is, that they do it ignorantly, as they have been mistaught and misinformed. And I 
hope that many of them are free from obstinacy, and hold the truth implicitly in the preparation of their 
minds, being ready to receive it, when GOD shall reveal it to them. How far this may excuse (not the 
crime but) their persons from formal schism, either a toto or a tanto, I determine not, but leave them to 
stand or fall to their own Master. 

But though these Protestants were worthy of this contumely, yet surely the Romanists are no fit persons 
to object it, whose opinastrety did hinder an uniform reformation of the Western Church. Who did 
invest Presbyters with Episcopal jurisdiction, and the power of ordaining and confirming, but the Court 
of Rome, by their commissions and delegations, for avaricious ends? And could they think that the world 
would believe, that necessity is not as strong and effectual a dispensation, as their mercenary Bulls? It is 
not at all material, whether Episcopacy and Priesthood be two distinct orders, or distinct degrees of the 
same orders, the one subordinate to the other; whether Episcopal ordination do introduce a new 
character, or extend the old. For it is generally confessed by both parties, Protestants and Roman 
Catholics, that the same power and authority is necessary to the extension of a character, or grace given 
by ordination, which is required to the Institution of a Sacrament that is not human but divine. These 
avaricious practices of that Court (though it be not commonly observed) were the first source of these 
present controversies about Episcopacy, and Ecclesiastical discipline, which do now so much disturb the 
peace of the Church. 


Ibid.--Vindication of Grotius.--Discourse III. 


Excuse me for telling the truth plainly; many who have had their education among Sectaries and 
Non-conformists have apostated to Rome, but few or no right Episcopal Divines. Hot water freezeth the 
soonest. 

He addeth, that "Grotius himself assures him (whom he hath reason to believe) that there were not a 
few such among the prelatical men." How! not a few such as these, who have apostated from the 



Church of England? For ingenuity's sake let him tell us where Grotius saith any such thing. Grotius hath 
not one word to his purpose, when it is duly examined. But this it is to confute books in less time than 
wise or modest men would require to read them. 

Hitherto, he is not able to show us any tolerable reason of his warning. But he showeth us the occasion, 
p. 82, "Those that unchurch either all or most of the Protestant Churches, and maintain the Roman 
Church and not theirs to be true, do call us to a moderate jealousie of them." This is far enough from 
proving his bold suggestion, that they have a design to introduce the Pope into England. So though all he 
say were true; yet he can conclude nothing from thence to make good his accusation or insinuation. I 
wish he would forbear these imperfect enthymematical forms of argument, which serve only to cover 
deceit, and set down both his propositions expressly. His assumption is wanting, which should be this: 
but a considerable party of Episcopal divines in England do unchurch all or most of the Protestant 
Churches, and maintain the Roman Church to be a true Church, and these to be no true Churches. I can 
assent to neither of his prepositions, nor to any part of them, as true, sub modo, as they are alleged by 
him. 

First, I cannot assent to his major proposition, that all those who make an ordinary personal 
uninterrupted succession of Pastors, to be of the integrity of a true Church, (which is the ground of his 
exception) have, therefore, an intention, or can justly be suspected thereupon to have any intention to 
introduce the Pope. The Eastern, Southern, and Northern Churches are all of them for such a personal 
succession, and yet all of them utter enemies to the Pope. Secondly, I cannot assent to his minor 
proposition, that either all or any considerable part of the Episcopal divines in England, do unchurch 
either all or most part of the Protestant Churches. No man is hurt but by himself. They unchurch none at 
all, but leave them to stand or fall to their own Master. They do not unchurch the Swedish, Danish, 
Bohemian Churches, and many other Churches in Polonia, Hungaria, and those parts of the world, who 
have an ordinary uninterrupted succession of Pastors, some by the names of Bishops, others under the 
name of Seniors, unto this day. (I meddle not with the Socinians:) they unchurch not the Lutheran 
Churches in Germany, who both assert Episcopacy in their confessions, and have actual superintendents 
in their practice, and would have Bishops, name and thing, if it were in their power. Let him not mistake 
himself: those Churches which he is so tender of, though they be better known to us by reason of their 
vicinity, are so far from being "all or most part of the Protestant Churches," that being all put together, 
they amount not to so great a proportion as the Britannick Churches alone. And if one secluded out of 
them all those who want an ordinary succession without their own faults, out of invincible ignorance or 
necessity, and all those who desire to have an ordinary succession either explicitly or implicitly, they will 
be reduced to a little flock indeed. 

But let him set his heart at rest. I will remove this scruple out of his mind, that he may sleep securely 
upon both ears. Episcopal divines do not deny those Churches to be true Churches, wherein salvation 
may be had. We advise them, as it is our duty, to be circumspect for themselves, and not to put it to 
more question, whether they have ordination or not, or desert the general practice of the universal 
Church for nothing, when they may clear it if they please. Their case is not the same with those who 
labour under invincible necessity. What mine own sense is of it, I have declared many years since to the 
world in print; and in the same way received thanks, and a public acknowledgment of my moderation 
from a French divine. And yet more particularly in my reply to the Bishop of Chalcedon, Pres. p. 144. and 
cap. i. p. 164. Episcopal divines will readily subscribe to the determination of the learned Bishop of 
Winchester, in his answer to the second epistle of Molineus. "Nevertheless, if our form (of Episcopacy) 
be of divine right, it doth not follow from thence, that there is not salvation without it, or that a Church 
cannot consist without it. He is blind who does not see churches consisting without it: he is hard-hearted 
who denyeth them salvation. We are none of those hard-hearted persons, we put a great difference 



between these things. There may be something absent in the exterior regiment, which is of divine right, 
and yet salvation to be had." This mistake proceedeth from not distinguishing between the true nature 
and essence of a Church, which we do readily grant them, and the integrity or perfection of a Church, 
which we cannot grant them, without swerving from the judgment of the Catholic Church. 


MEDE, PRESBYTER.--Sermon on Urim and Thummim. Works, Book 1. p. 186. 


The Ministers of CHRIST must be Lux Mundi, the light of the world--Vos estis Lux Mundi--"Ye are the 
Light of the World: Ye are the World's Urim," saith CHRIST unto His Apostles. "For the lips of the priest 
should preserve knowledge, and they should learn the law at his mouth." This light of knowledge, this 
teaching knowledge, is the Urim of every Levite; and therefore CHRIST, when He inspired his Apostles 
with knowledge of heavenly mysteries, He sent a new Urim from above, even fiery tongues of Urim from 
heaven. He sent no fiery heads, but fiery tongues; for it is not sufficient for a Levite to have his head full 
of Urim, unless his tongue be a candle to show it to others. There came, indeed, no Thummim [integrity 
or perfection] from heaven, as there came an Urim; for though the Apostles were secured from errors, 
they were not freed from sin; and yet we who are Levites must have such a Thummim as may be gotten 
upon earth; for St. Paul bids Titus in all things to show himself an example of good works, and this is a 
Thummim of Integrity. But, besides this Thummim, the Ministers of the Gospel have received from GOD 
more especially another Thummim, like unto that which was proper to the High Priest; namely, the 
power of binding and loosing, which is, as it were, a power of oracle, to declare unto the people the 
remission of their sins, by the acceptance of CHRIST'S sacrifice. 


MASON, PRESBYTER.-Vindiciae Ecclesiae Anglicanae, i. 2. 


Anglican. Our Ministry is agreeable to Divine Scripture, and therefore holy. Nor do we doubt, that, when 
the Chief Shepherd shall appear, they who turn many to righteousness shall shine as the stars for ever 
and ever. However, what is your argument against our ministry? 

Romanist. Can a man be a lawful minister without a lawful call? 

Anglican. Of course not. 

Romanist. If so, I pray tell we how the Anglican Chinch can defend her ministry. Surely I may address 
each of you in Harding's words to Jewel: "What say you, my master? You bear yourself as though Bishop 
of Salisbury; but how will you substantiate your call? What is your warrant for ministering in the Word 
and Sacraments?" &c. &c.... I ask thee, Is your call inward or outward? 

Anglican. Both. 

Romanist. An outward call, to be lawful, must be either immediately from CHRIST'S mouth, as the 
Apostles were called, or mediately through the Church. 


Anglican. Well; we are called by GOD through the Church; for it is He who gives "Pastors and Doctors for 



the perfecting of the Saints." 


Romanist. They who are called by GOD through the Church, must derive their warrant and power by 
lawful succession from CHRIST and the Apostles. If you maintain you have proceeded from this origin, it 
is your business to prove it clearly to us; to set forth and trace your genealogy 

Anglican. The Ministers of the Anglican Church derive their imposition of hands in a lawful way from 
lawful Bishops, possessed of a lawful authority; and therefore their call is ordinary [not extraordinary, by 
miracles]. 

Romanist. But whence have these Bishops derived their power? 

Anglican. From GOD, through the hands of Bishops before them, &c. &c. 


SANDERSON, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.—Divine Right of Episcopacy 


My opinion is, that Episcopal Government is not to be derived merely from Apostolical practice or 
institution, but that it is originally founded in the Person and Office of the Messias, our blessed LORD 
JESUS CHRIST; who, being sent by our heavenly FATHER to be the Great Apostle (Heb. iii. 1), Bishop, and 
Pastor (1 Peter ii. 25) of His Church, and anointed to that office immediately after His baptism by John, 
with power and the HOLY GHOST (Acts x. 37, 38), descending then upon Him in a bodily shape (Luke iii. 
22), did afterwards, before His ascension into Heaven, send and empower His holy Apostles, in like 
manner as His FATHER had before sent Him (John xx. 21), to execute the same Apostolical, Episcopal, 
and Pastoral Office, for the ordering and governing of His Church, until His coming again; and so the 
same office to continue in them and their successors unto the end of the world. (Matt, xxviii. 18-20.) 
This I take to be so clear, from these and other like texts of Scripture, that if they shall be diligently 
compared together, both between themselves and with the following practice of the Churches of 
CHRIST, as well in the Apostles' times as in the purest and primitive times nearest thereunto, there will 
be left little cause why any man should doubt thereof. 


HAMMOND, PRESBYTER, DOCTOR, AND CONFESSOR.-On the Power of the Keys. Preface 


That the prime act of power enstated by CHRIST on His Apostles, as for the governing of the Church, 
(and exercising or banishing all devils out of it,) so for the effectual performing that great act of charity 
to men's souls, reducing pertinacious sinners to repentance, should be so, either wholly dilapidated, or 
piteously deformed, as to continue in the Church, only under one of these two notions, either of an 
empty piece of formality, or of an engine of state and secular contrivance, (the true Christian use of 
shaming sinners into reformation, being well nigh vanished out of Christendom,) might by an alien, or an 
heathen, much more by the pondering Christian, be conceived very strange and unreasonable, were it 
not a little clear that we are fallen into those times, of which it was foretold by two Apostles, that in 
"these last days, there should come scoffers, walking after their own lusts," &c. ... I shall design to infer 
no further conclusion, but only this, that they which live ill in the profession of a most holy faith but 
especially they that discharge and banish out of the Church those means which might help to make the 



generality of Christians better, have the spirit of Antichrist working in them, even when they think 
themselves most zealously busied in beating down his kingdom. What those means are which might 
most effectually tend to the amending the lives of Christians, I shall need no farther to interpose my 
judgment, than, 1st, by submitting it to CHRIST, who put the keys into the Apostles' hands, on purpose 
as a means to exemplify the end of His coming 2nd, by minding myself and others what the Apostles say 
of this power, that it was given them proV oikodomen, to build up the Church of CHRIST, &C. 

Chapter 3. The only difficulty remaining on the point, will be, who are the Apostles' successors in that 
power; and when the question is asked of that power, I must be understood of the power of governing 
the Church peculiarly, (of which the power of the keys was and is a principal branch,) for it must again 
be remembered that the Apostles are to be considered under a double notion, first, as planters, then as 
governors, of the Church Which distinction being premised, the question will now more easily be 
satisfied, being proposed in these terms; who were the Apostles' successors in that power, which 
concerned the governing their Churches which they planted? and first, I answer, that it being a matter of 
fact, or story, later than that the Scripture can universally reach to, it cannot be fully satisfied or 
answered from thence ... but will in the full latitude, through the universal Church in these times, be 
made clear, from the recent evidences that we have, viz. from the consent of the Greek and Latin 
FATHERS, who generally resolve that Bishops are those successors. 


TAYLOR, BISHOP, CONFESSOR, AND DOCTOR.-On Episcopacy. Introduction 


Antichrist must come at last, and the great apostasy foretold must be, and this not without means 
proportionable to the production of so great declensions of Christianity. "When ye hear of wars and 
rumours of wars, be not afraid," says our blessed SAVIOUR, "the end is not yet." It is not war that will do 
"this great work of destruction;" for then it might have been done long ere now. What then will do it? 
We shall know when we see it. In the mean time, when we shall find a new device, of which, indeed, the 
platform was laid, in Aerius and the Acephali, brought to a good possibility of completing a thing, that 
whosoever shall hear, his ears shall tingle, "an abomination of desolation standing where it ought not," 
"in sacris," in holy persons, and places, and offices, it is too probable that this is preparatory for the 
AntiCHRIST, and grand apostasy. 

For if Antichrist shall exalt himself above all that is called GOD, and in Scripture none but kings and 
priests are such, "dii vocati, dii facti," I think we have great reason to be suspicious, that he that divests 
both of their power, (and they are, if the king be Christian, in very near conjunction,) does the work of 
Antichrist for him; especially if the men whom it most concerns will but call to mind, that if the discipline 
or government which CHRIST hath instituted is that kingdom by which He governs all Christendom, (so 
themselves have taught us,) when they (to use their own expressions) throw CHRIST out of His kingdom; 
and then either they leave the Church without a head, or else put Antichrist in substitution. 

We all wish that our fears in this and all things else may be vain, that what we fear may not come upon 
us; but yet that the abolition of episcopacy is the forerunner, and preparatory to the great Apostasy, I 
have these reasons to show, at least, the probability. First, &c. * * * 

Sections 2 and 3. This government was by immediate substitution delegated to the Apostles, by CHRIST 
Himself, "in traditione clavium, inspiratione Spiritus, in missione in Pentecosto." This power so 
delegated, was not to expire with their persons; for when the great Shepherd had reduced His 



wandering sheep into a fold, He would not leave them without "guides to govern" them, so long as the 
wolf might possibly prey upon them, and that is, till the last separation of the sheep from the goats. And 
this CHRIST intimates in that promise, "Ero vobiscum (Apostolis) usque ad consummationen seculi." 
"Vobiscum;" not with your persons, for they died long ago: but "vobiscum et vestri similibus," with 
Apostles to the end of the world. And, therefore, that the Apostolate might be successive and perpetual, 
CHRIST gave them a power of Ordination, that by imposing hands on others, they might impart that 
power which they received from CHRIST. 


HEYLIN, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-On Episcopacy, i. 6. 


The Church, at his (St. John's) departure, he left firmly grounded in all the points of faith and doctrine, 
taught by CHRIST our SAVIOUR, as well settled in the outward government, the polity and 
administration of the same, which had been framed by the Apostles, according to the pattern and 
example of their LORD and Master. For being that the Church was born of seed immortal, and they 
themselves, though excellent and divine, yet still mortal men, it did concern the Church, in a high 
degree, to be provided of a perpetuity, or, if you will, the immortality of overseers, both for the sowing 
of this seed, and for the ordering of the Church, or the field itself. This, since they could not do in 
person, they were to do it by successors, who by their office were to be the ordinary pastors of the 
Church, and the Vicars of CHRIST. Now, if you ask the FATHERS who they were that were accounted in 
their times and ages the successors of the Apostles, they will with one accord make answer, that the 
Bishops were. 


ALLESTRIE, PRESBYTER.—Sermons, No. 16. 


The separateness of the functions of the Clergy, the incommunicableness of their offices to persons not 
separated for them, is so express a doctrine both of the letter of the text, and of the HOLY GHOST, that 
sure I need not to say more, though several heads of probation offer themselves; as first the condition 
of the callings, which does divide from the community and sets them up above it. And here I might tell 
you of "bearing rule," of "thrones," of "stars," and "Angels," and other words of a high sense, and yet 
not go out of the Scripture bounds, although the dignity did not die with the Scripture age, or expire 
with the Apostles; the age as low as Photius words it thus, [To apostolikon, k. 1.1.] "That Apostolical and 
Divine dignity, which the Chief Priests are acknowledged to be possessed of by right of succession." 
Styles which I could derive yet lower, and they are of a prouder sound than those the modest bumble 
ears of this our age are so offended with. But these heights, it may be, would give umbrages; although it 
is strange that men should envy them to those, who are only exalted to them, that they may with the 
more advantage take them by the hands and lift them up to heaven. Those nearesses to things above do 
but more qualify them to draw near to GOD, on your behalf, that these your Angels also may see the 
face of your FATHER which is in heaven, and those stars are, therefore, set in CHRIST'S right hand, that 
they may shed a blessing [blessed?] influence on you from thence 


The censures of the Church, the burden of the keys, which (passing by the private use of them in 
voluntary penitences, and discipline upon the sick,) as they signify public exclusion out of the Church, for 



scandalous enormities, and readmission into it upon repentance, have been sufficiently evinced to 
belong to the governors of the Church. The exercise of them is so much their work, that St. Paul calls 
them "the weapons of their spiritual warfare, by which they do cast down imaginations, and every high 
thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of GOD, and bring into captivity every thought to the 
obedience of CHRIST," (2 Cor. x. 4, 5.) a blessed victory, even for the conquered, and these the only 
weapons to achieve it with. If those who sin scandalously, and will not hear the admonition of the 
Church, were cast out of the Church, if not religion, reputation would restrain them somewhat; not to 
be thought fit company for Christians, would surely make them proud against their vices. Shame, the 
designed effect of their censures, hath great pungencies; the fear of it does goad men into actions of the 
greatest hazard, and the most unacceptable; such as have nothing lovely in them, but are wholly 
distasteful ... Now, the infliction of these censures is so much the work to which Church governors are 
called by the HOLY GHOST, that they are equally called by Him to it and to Himself; both are alike 
bestowed upon them. "Receive the HOLY GHOST; whose sins ye retain, they are retained." (John xx. 22.) 
And in the first derivations of this office, it was performed with severities, such as this age, I doubt, will 
not believe; and when they had no temporal sword to be auxiliary to these spiritual weapons. 


PEARSON, BISHOP AND DOCTOR.-On the Creed, Article ix. 


[After considering the Church as one, by reason of its one foundation, faith, ministry of sacrament, 
hope, and charity, he continues,--] 

Lastly, all the Churches of GOD are united into one by the unity of discipline and government, by virtue 
whereof the same CHRIST ruleth in them all. For they have all the same pastoral guides appointed, 
authorized, sanctified, and set apart by the appointment of GOD, by the direction of the SPIRIT, to direct 
and lead the people of GOD in the same way of eternal salvation: as, therefore, there is no Church 
where there is no order, no ministry; so, where the same order and ministry is, there is the same 
Church. * * * 

The necessity of believing the Holy Catholick Church appeareth first in this, that CHRIST hath appointed 
it as the only way unto eternal life. We read at the first, "The LORD added to the Church daily such as 
should be saved;" and what was then daily done hath been done since continually. CHRIST never 
appointed two ways to heaven; nor did He build a Church to save some, and make another institution 
for other men's salvation. "There is none other name under heaven given among men, whereby we 
must be saved," but the name of JESUS; and that is no otherwise given under heaven than in the Church. 
As none were saved from the Deluge but such as were within the ark of Noah, formed for their 
reception by the command of GOD; as none of the first-born of Egypt lived, but such as were within 
those habitations whose door-posts were sprinkled with blood by the appointment of GOD for their 
preservation; as none of the inhabitants of Jericho could escape the fire or sword, but such as were 
within the house of Rahab, for whose protection a covenant was made; so none shall ever escape the 
eternal wrath of GOD, which belong not to the Church of GOD. This is the congregation of those persons 
here on earth which shall hereafter meet in heaven. These are the vessels of the tabernacle carried up 
and down, at last to be translated into and fixed in the Temple. 

Next, it is necessary to believe the Church of CHRIST, which is but one, that, being in it, we may take care 
never to cast ourselves, or be ejected, out of it. There is a power within the Church to cast those out 
which do belong to it: for if any neglect to hear the Church, saith our SAVIOUR, let him be unto thee as a 



heathen man and a publican. By great and scandalous offences, by incorrigible misdemeanors, we may 
incur the censure of the Church of GOD; and while we are shut out by them, we stand excluded out of 
Heaven. For our SAVIOUR said to His Apostles, upon whom He built his Church, "Whosesoever sins ye 
remit, they are remitted unto them; and whosesoever sins ye retain, they are retained." Again, a man 
may not only passively and involuntarily be ejected, but also may, by an act of his own, cast out or eject 
himself, not only by plain and complete apostasy, but by a defection from the unity of truth, falling into 
some damnable heresy; or by an active separation, deserting all which are in communion with the 
Catholick Church, and falling into an irrevocable schism. 


FELL, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.—On Ephesians, v. 9. 


Apostles, Prophets, Evangelists, Pastors, and Teachers ... For the three first, some part of their function 
was temporary and extraordinary; in what was ordinary and perpetual, Bishops succeeded. 


BULL, BISHOP AND DOCTOR.-Vindication of the English Church, § 24. 


We proceed, in the next place, to the constant visibility and succession of Pastors in our Church And 
here I make him this fair proposal: Let him, or any one of his party, produce any one solid argument to 
demonstrate such a succession of Pastors in the Church of Rome, and I will undertake by the very same 
argument to prove a like succession in our Church. Indeed, the Author of the Letter is concerned, no less 
than we are, to acknowledge such a succession of lawful pastors in our Church, till the time of the 
Reformation; and if we cannot derive our succession since, it is a hard case. But our records, faithfully 
kept and preserved, do evidence to all the world an uninterrupted succession of Bishops in our Church, 
canonically ordained, derived from such persons in whom a lawful power of ordination was seated by 
the confession of the Papists themselves. For the story of the Nag's head Ordination is so putrid a fable, 
so often and so clearly refuted by the writers of our Church, that the more learned and ingenuous 
Papists are now ashamed to make use of it. 


STILLINGFLEET, BISHOP.--Unreasonableness of Separation; Preface 


Unthinking people ... are carried away with mere noise and pretences, and hope these will secure them 
most against the fears of Popery, who talk with most passion, and with least understanding, against it; 
whereas no persons do really give them greater advantages than these do. For, where they meet only 
with intemperate railings, and gross misunderstandings of the state of the controversies between them 
and us (which commonly go together), the most subtle priests let such alone to spend their rage and 
fury; and when the heat is over, they will calmly endeavour to let them see how grossly they have been 
deceived in some things, and so wilt more easily make them believe, they are as much deceived in all 
the rest. And thus the East and West may meet at last, and the most furious antagonists may become 
some of the easiest converts. This I do really fear will be the case of many thousands among us, who 



now pass for most zealous Protestants; if ever, which GOD forbid, that religion should come to be 
uppermost in England. It is, therefore, of mighty consequence for preventing the return of Popery, that 
men rightly understand what it is. For, when they are as much afraid of an innocent ceremony as of real 
idolatry, and think they can worship images and adore the Host on the same grounds that they may use 
the sign of the cross, or kneel at the Communion, when they are brought to see their mistake in one 
case, they will suspect themselves deceived in the other also. 

When they find undoubted practices of the Ancient Church condemned as Popish and Antichristian by 
their teachers, they must conclude Popery to be of much greater antiquity than really it is; and when 
they can trace it so very near the Apostles' times, they will soon believe it settled by the Apostles 
themselves. For it will be very hard to persuade any considering men, that the Christian Church should 
degenerate so soon, so unanimously, so universally, as it must do, if Episcopal government, and the use 
of some significant ceremonies, were any parts of that apostasy Three ways, Bishop Sanderson 
observes, our dissenting brethren, though not intentionally and purposely, yet really and eventually, 
have been the great promoters of the Roman interest among us; (1) by putting-to their helping hand to 
the pulling down of Episcopacy (2) by opposing the interest of Rome with more violence than reason; (3) 
by frequently mistaking the question, but especially through the necessity of some false principle or 
other, which, having once imbibed, they think themselves bound to maintain, whatever becomes of the 
common cause of our Reformation. 


KEN, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Exposition of the Church Catechism 


I believe, 0 blessed and adorable Mediator, that the Church is a society of persons, founded by Thy love 
to sinners, united into one body of which Thou art the head, initiated by baptism, nourished by the 
Eucharist, governed by pastors commissioned by Thee, and endowed with the power of the keys, 
professing the doctrine taught by Thee and delivered to the saints, and devoted to praise and to love 
Thee. 

I believe, 0 holy JESUS, that Thy Church, is holy like Thee its Author; holy by the original design of its 
institution, holy by baptismal dedication, holy in all its administrations which tend to produce holiness; 
and though there will be always a mixture of good and bad in it in this world, yet that it has always many 
real saints in it; and, therefore, all love, all glory, be to Thee 

Glory be to Thee, 0 LORD my GOD, who hast made me a member of the particular Church of England, 
whose faith, government, and worship are Holy, and Catholic, and Apostolic, and free from the extremes 
of irreverence and superstition, and which I firmly believe to be a sound part of Thy Church universal, 
and which teaches me charity to those who dissent from me; and, therefore, all love, all glory be to 
Thee. 


BEVERIDGE, BISHOP AND DOCTOR.--Sermon on Christ's Presence with His Ministers 


In the first place, I observe, how much we are all bound to acknowledge the goodness, to praise, 
magnify, and adore the name of the most high GOD, in that we were born and bred, and still live in a 



Church, wherein the Apostolical line hath, through all ages, been preserved entire, there having been a 
constant succession of such Bishops in it, as were truly and properly successors to the Apostles, by virtue 
of that Apostolical imposition of hands, which, being begun by the Apostles, hath been continued from 
one to another, ever since their time, down to ours. By which means, the same SPIRIT which was 
breathed by our LORD into His Apostles is, together with their office, transmitted to their lawful 
successors, the pastors and governors of our Church at this time; and acts, moves, and assists at the 
administration of the several parts of the Apostolical office in our days, as much as ever. From whence it 
follows, that the means of grace which we now enjoy are in themselves as powerful and effectual as 
they were in the Apostles' days, &c. 

And this, I verily believe, is the great reason why the devil has such a great spite at our Church, still 
stirring up adversaries of all sorts against it,--Papists on the one hand, and Sectaries on the other, and 
all, if possible, to destroy it; even because the SPIRIT which is ministered in it, is so contrary to his 
nature, and so destructive of his kingdom, that he can never expect to domineer and tyrannize over the 
people of the land, so long as such a Church is settled among them, and they continue firm to it 

As for schism, they certainly hazard their salvation at a strange rate, who separate themselves from such 
a Church as ours is, wherein the Apostolical succession, the root of all Christian communion, hath been 
so entirely preserved, and the word and sacraments are so effectually administered; and all to go into 
such assemblies and meetings, as can have no pretence to the great promise in my text. For it is 
manifest, that this promise was made only to the Apostles and their successors to the end of the world. 
Whereas, in the private meetings, where their teachers have no Apostolical or Episcopal imposition of 
hands, they have no ground to succeed the Apostles, nor by consequence any right to the SPIRIT which 
our LORD hath; without which, although they preach their hearts out, I do not see what spiritual 
advantage can accrue to their hearers by it, &c. 


SHARP, ARCH BISHOP.-Sermons, Vol. vii. Of the Church 


"Go," He says, "and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them," &c. This commission of our SAVIOUR 
we may properly style the Charter of the Church; and mind, I pray, what is contained in it. Our SAVIOUR 
here declares the extent of His Church, and of what persons He would have it constituted. It was to 
extend throughout all the world, and to be made up of all nations. He here declares by whom He would 
have it built and constituted, viz., the Apostles. He here declares upon what grounds He would have it 
constituted, or upon what conditions any person was to be received into it, viz., their becoming the 
disciples of JESUS CHRIST, and undertaking to observe all that He has commanded. He here likewise 
declares the form or the method by which persons were to be admitted into this Church, and that was 
by being baptized in the name of the FATHER, and of the SON, and of the HOLY GHOST. And, lastly, He 
here promises the perpetual presence of His HOLY SPIRIT, both to assist the apostles and their 
successors in the building and governing this Church, and to actuate and enliven all the members of it 
Thus, I am sure, I have given the true notion of the Church, which the Scripture always intends, when it 
speaks of the Church as the Body of CHRIST, when it speaks of the Church which CHRIST purchased with 
His blood, when it speaks of the Church into which we are baptized, when it speaks of the Church to 
which all those glorious promises are made of the forgiveness of sins, of the perpetual presence and 
assistance of the HOLY SPIRIT, of the gates of hell never prevailing against it, and of everlasting salvation 
in the world to come; I say, that Church is always meant of the whole company of Christians dispersed 



over all the world, that profess the common faith, (though perhaps none of them without mixture of 
error,) and enjoy the administration of the word and sacrament, under their lawful pastors and 
governors: all these people, wherever they live, or by what name soever they call themselves, make up 
together that one Body of CHRIST which we call the Catholic Church. 


SCOTT, PRESBYTER.-Christian Life, Part ii. ch. 7. 


Another thing wherein those particular Churches, into which the Catholic Church is distributed, do 
communicate with each other, is, in the essentials of Christian regiment and discipline: for though the 
particular modes and circumstances of Christian government and discipline are not determined by 
divine institution, but left for the most part free to the prudent ordering and disposal of the governors 
of particular Churches, yet there is a standing form of government and discipline in the Church, 
instituted by our SAVIOR Himself, which, as I shall show hereafter, is this; that there should be an 
episcopacy, or order of men, authorized in a continual succession from the Apostles, (who were 
authorized by Himself) to oversee and govern all those particular Churches into which the Church 
Catholic should be hereafter distributed; to ordain, &c. &c. And this being the standing government and 
discipline of the Catholic Church, no particular Church or community of Christians can refuse to 
communicate in it, without dividing itself from the communion of the Church Catholic; I say, "refuse to 
communicate in it," because it is possible for a Church to be without this government and discipline, 
which yet doth neither refuse it, nor the communion of any other Church for the sake of it. A Church 
may be debarred of it by unavoidable necessities, in despite of its power and against its consent Though 
this instituted government is necessary to the perfection of a Church, yet it doth not therefore follow, 
that it is necessary to the being of it But though a community of Christians may be a true part of the 
Catholic Church, and in communion with it, though it hath no episcopacy; yet it is a plain case, that if it 
rejects the episcopacy, and separates from the communion of it, it thereby wholly divides itself from the 
communion of the Catholic Church. 


WAKE, ARCHBISHOP.—Exposition of the Doctrine of the English Church. Art. 15. 


The imposition of hands in Holy Orders, being accompanied with a blessing of the HOLY SPIRIT, may, 
perhaps, upon that account, be called a kind of particular sacrament. Yet since that grace, which is 
thereby conferred, whatever it be, is not common to all Christians, nor by consequence any part of that 
federal blessing which our blessed SAVIOUR has purchased for us, but only a separation of him who 
receives it to a special employ, we think it ought not to be esteemed a common sacrament of the whole 
Church, as Baptism and the LORD'S Supper are We confess that no man ought to exercise the ministerial 
office till he be first consecrated to it. We believe that it is the Bishop's part only to ordain. We maintain 
the distinction of the several orders in the Church and though we have none of them below a deacon, 
because we do not read that the Apostles had any, yet we acknowledge the rest to have been anciently 
received in the Church, and shall not therefore raise any controversy about them. 



WAKE.—Art. 25. 


Professing in our Creed a Holy Catholic Church, we profess to believe not only that there was a Church 
planted by our SAVIOUR at the beginning, that has hitherto been preserved by Him, and ever shall be to 
the end of the world; but do in consequence undoubtedly believe too, that this universal Church is so 
secured by the promises of CHRIST, that there shall always be retained so much truth in it, the want of 
which would argue that there could be no such Church. 


POTTER, ARCHBISHOP.-On Church Government. Chap. v. 


First, then, it must be shown, that the office and character of all persons, who are admitted into holy 
orders, extends over the whole world, and it is manifest, in the first place, that the Apostles had a 
general commission to "teach and baptize," and to execute all other parts of their office in all nations. As 
the bishops of the Church have been shown to succeed the Apostles in all the parts of their office which 
are of standing and constant use in the Church; so we might reasonably conclude, though we have no 
farther proof of it, that the office and character of bishop, and consequently of inferior ministers, 
extends over all the world, because those of the Apostles, their predecessors, did so; since there is 
scarce any reason why the Apostles' authority should be universal, which will not hold, at least in some 
degree, for the same extent of authority in the bishops, as will appear from some of the following 
considerations:- 

There is but one Catholic Church, whereof all particular Churches are members, and therefore, when 
any spiritual privilege or character is conferred on any particular Church, it must be understood to 
extend over the whole Catholic Church: thus by Baptism, men are not only made members of the 
particular Church where they happen to be baptized, but of the Catholic Church over the world and 
therefore whoever has been lawfully baptized in one Church, has a right to partake of the LORD'S 
Supper, and other Church privileges, in all other Churches, where he happens to come; whereas, if 
baptism only admitted men into some particular Church, they must be re-baptized, before they can 
lawfully be received to communion in any diocese, where they have not been baptized already. 

If it was not thus in holy orders, that they who have received them in one place, retain them in others; 
no minister could have authority to preach the Gospel or to administer the sacraments, or to exercise 
any other part of his functions beyond the particular district in which he was ordained; the consequence 
whereas is manifestly this, that the gospel of CHRIST must not be propagated, nor any churches erected, 
in countries where they had not stood even since the Apostles' times. For since there can be no 
ministers without ordination, as was before proved, so then they, who have been ordained in one 
country, may lawfully exercise their respective functions in others, where there are no ordained 
ministers already settled, or else those countries must remain for ever without ministers, and 
consequently without sacraments and other public offices of religion. 


NELSON, CONFESSOR.-Festivals and Fasts 



The Church being a regular society founded by CHRIST, distinct from and independent of all other 
worldly societies, must naturally make us suppose that He instituted some Officers for the government 
of it [The] Powers peculiar to the superior Order being necessary for the good government of the 
Church, it is plain in fact they did not expire with the Apostles. But, as our SAVIOUR "glorified not 
Himself to be made an High Priest," but had His commission from GOD the FATHER, so after His 
resurrection, He invested the Apostles with the same commission His FATHER had given unto Him: "As 
My FATHER hath sent Me, even so send I you: and He breathed on them, and said unto them, Receive ye 
the HOLY GHOST." In which commission is plainly contained the authority of ordaining others, and a 
power to transfer that commission upon others, and those upon others to the end of the world. And to 
show that it was not merely personal to the Apostles, our SAVIOUR promises to be with them and their 
successors in the execution of this commission, "even unto the end of the world." ... This commission 
the Apostles and their successors exercised in all places, and even in opposition to the Rulers that then 
were; so that the Church subsisted as a distinct society from the state, for above three hundred years, 
when the civil government was only concerned to suppress and destroy it. Indeed when the Church 
received the benefit of incorporation and protection from the state, she was content to suffer some 
limitation as to the exercise of these powers, and thought herself sufficiently recompensed by the 
advantages that accrued to her by the incorporation. 


KETTLEWELL, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-Practical Believer, ii. 6. 


Question. There remains yet one instance of the Communion of the Primitive Christians, mentioned by 
St. Luke, viz. their "continuing in the Apostles' fellowship." (Acts ii. 42.) I pray you what is meant by that? 

Answer. Owning their authority and continuing under their government. They were appointed by 
CHRIST, as His deputies, to govern His Church; and, therefore, to adhere to them, as the delegates of 
CHRIST, is called living "in their fellowship." 

Q. But how can we live in their fellowship, and adhere to their government, now they are dead? 

A. By adhering to and owning the authority of our own Bishops, who are their successors, and rule the 
Church in their stead. 


HICKS, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Treatise on the Episcopal Order, § 2. 


Can you. Sir, when you consider that Bishops are appointed to succeed the Apostles, and, like them, to 
stand in CHRIST'S place, and exercise their kingly, priestly, and prophetical office over their flocks; can 
you, when you consider this, think it novel, or improper, or uncouth, to call them spiritual princes, and 
their dioceses principalities?--when they have every thing in their office which can denominate a prince? 
For what is a prince but the chief ruler of a society, that hath authority over the rest to make laws for it, 
to challenge the obedience of all the members, and all ranks of men in it, and power to coerce them, if 
they will not obey? And now, Sir, I pray you attend to what follows, and then tell me, if the office of a 
Bishop contains not every thing that is in the definition of a chief or a prince. St. Ignatius, who was St. 
John's disciple, writes of the Bishop in his Epistle, &c. 



LAW.--Second letter to the Bishop of Bangor 


"The priests of the sons of Levi shall come near; for them hath the LORD thy GOD chosen to minister 
unto Him, and to bless in the name of the Lord." (Deut. xxi. 5.) Now, my LORD, this is what we mean by 
the authoritative administration of the Christian clergy: whether they be by way of benediction, or of 
any other kind. We take them to be persons whom GOD has chosen to minister unto Him, and to bless 
in His name. We imagine that our SAVIOUR was a greater priest and mediator than Aaron, or any of 
GOD'S former ministers. We are assured that CHRIST sent His Apostles, as His FATHER had sent Him; and 
that, therefore, they were His true successors; and since they did commission others to succeed them in 
their office by the imposition of hands, as Moses commissioned Joshua to succeed him, the clergy who 
have succeeded the Apostles, have as divine a call and commission to their work, as those who were 
called by our SAVIOUR; and are as truly His successors as the Apostles themselves were. 


Ibid.--Postscript 


The third objection against this uninterrupted succession is this: that it is a popish doctrine, and "gives 
Papists advantage over us." The objection proceeds thus: "We must not assert the necessity of this 
succession, because the Papists say it is only to be found in them." I might add, because some mighty 
zealous Protestants say so too. 

But if this be good argumentation, we ought not to tell the Jews, or Deists, &c., that there is any 
necessity of embracing Christianity, because the Papists say, Christians can only be saved in their 
Church. Again, we ought not to insist upon a true faith, because the Papists say, that a true faith is only 
in their communion. So that there is just as much Popery in teaching this doctrine, as in asserting the 
necessity of Christianity to a Jew, or the necessity of a right faith to a Socinian, &c. 


JOHNSON, PRESBYTER.-Unbloody Sacrifice, Part II. Chap. 3. 


The Eucharist is one, as offered by priests, who are one by their commission. It is very evident that it was 
not only our SAVIOUR'S intention, but His most passionate desire, that, as all His Apostles received their 
commission from Him, so they might execute it with such a harmony and consent of mind, that there 
might not be the least jarring between them; for thus He prays for them; "Keep through Thine own 
name those whom Thou hast given Me, that they may be one, as We are." And the foundation of our 
SAVIOUR'S wishes and expectations for so perfect an union between His Apostles was this, as is 
expressed by Himself, "I have given them the Words which Thou gayest Me," that is. He had committed 
to them the same treasures of Divine truth which the FATHER had before committed to him, &c. After 
His resurrection. He does, with great solemnity, tell them, "As My FATHER sent Me, even so send I you;" 
from which words it is evident, that the commission of all the Apostles was one and the same; that it 
was such a commission as CHRIST Himself in His human nature, had received from His FATHER; and even 



they who were not of the same order with the Apostles, but only inferior Presbyters under them, yet by 
deriving their authority from the same fountainhead, and exercising it in conformity to the instructions 
which they received from them, they still kept the "unity of the SPIRIT in the bond of peace." It was 
upon this account that Ignatius, Cyprian, and others, represent the whole college of Bishops throughout 
the whole world as one person, sitting in one chair, attending one altar; and that, therefore, is the one 
Eucharist which is celebrated by this one priesthood: and St. Clement of Rome allows nothing to be 
offered without the inspection of the high priest; and, therefore, when a new altar is erected, a new 
Bishop ordained in opposition to the former, then there is just occasion to ask that question, as St. Paul 
did, "Is CHRIST divided?" When two several pastors assume to themselves the privilege of offering and 
consecrating the Sacrament not only in two distinct places, but in contradiction to each other, and by 
two several inconsistent claims; then it is evident, that one of them acts by no commission, for if the 
true Eucharist can be had in two opposite assemblies, then CHRIST'S flesh ceases to be one. 


DODWELL, CONFESSOR.-Discourse on the one Priesthood, one Altar. Ch. 12. 


I observe that the Hierophanta, in their mysteries represented a Divine Person. The same, in all 
probability, were the thoughts of the primitive Christians, concerning their Bishops. This I take to be the 
true design of that description of the Majestatic Presence in the Revelations, to represent the Divine 
Presence, and assistance in the Church, in as lively a way as possible, according to the ways of Mystical 
Representation received in those times ... St. John being particularly to affect the Churches he writes to, 
those of the Lydian or Proconsular Asia, with a very feeling sense of the Divine presence among them, 
(which might add the greater authority to his several exhortations respectively,) he represents our 
SAVIOUR in a human visible shape; and that the rest of the scene might be suitable, (that is, sensible 
also as well as Himself,) he personates the Angels by their visible Bishops, that so CHRIST might be 
apprehended as present with the Bishops, as GOD was supposed to be wherever these Seven Spirits 
were, which were peculiarly deputed to represent the Majestatic Presence. This I take to be the reason 
why he confines his number, not that by any geographical distinction those seven cities were 
incorporated into a body, more than others of that province, but that he had particular regard to that 
number of those Angels of the presence. Therefore he makes seven candlesticks, alluding, as I have said, 
to the like number of those in the tabernacle, as emblems of those seven Churches. Therefore seven 
stars, alluding to the number of the Planets and the Angels who presided over them, as emblems of the 
Bishops of those Churches ... Thus it appears plainly, that the Bishops are here represented in a mystical 
way; and how particularly suitable it was, in this way, to personate them by the name of Angels. They 
were, indeed, to perform the same office under CHRIST, as a visible human person, which the Angels 
were under Him as the Logos, in reference to the restitution of souls to their original dignity 

But because even His human nature, though visible in itself, is yet invisible to us, therefore another way 
was thought of for copying out that heavenly telete, even in the ordinary external visible government of 
the Church. And here the Bishop was to personate CHRIST Himself, as the High Priest had, formerly, 
represented the Logos. The seven deacons were to represent the Seven Mystical Angels, as I am very apt 
to think, they were designed from the very original. I cannot think it casual that the number first pitched 
on was exactly seven. But, that which more confirms me in this opinion is the real suitableness of the 
office of the Deacon to the Bishops, as representing the Logos in a visible way, with that of those Angels 
to the same Logos, as He was invisible. The office of the Angels in general is thus described, by the 
Author of the Hebrews, that they are ["ministering spirits, sent out for a diaconate."] These are exactly 



the very terms by which the Church would have expressed the office of these Deacons, if she had been 
to have described the same office as vested in mortal men They (the Angels) were to stand before the 
presence of GOD, in a posture of readiness to be sent on messages by Him; and so were the Deacons to 
stand before the Bishop, to be sent by him on his messages. They were the "eyes of the LORD which ran 
to and fro through the whole earth." So also the Deacons are, in the language of the Ancient Church, 
called the Oculi Episcopi, for the same reason ... Now we may not wonder why the Bishops are called 
Angels, in the forementioned mystical immediate relation to our SAVIOUR Himself as the chief "Bishop 
of our souls;" because, indeed, in regard of Him, they bear no higher office than that of Deacons 
Accordingly the Primitive Church were extremely rigorous in insisting on this very number of their 
Deacons, in all places, as I have elsewhere showed. The council of Neocaesarea imposed it as a universal 
rule, how great soever the Church were to which the Deacons were to serve; ... a canon, which, though 
it were at first designed only for their own province of Cappadocia, was, notwithstanding, afterwards 
extended, first, to the Eastern Empire ... afterwards to the Western ... Therefore, even then it is much 
more probable that this number was already received in more Churches than otherwise. 

And now the comparisons of the Bishops in Ignatius cannot seem so strange, these things being 
considered, as they did to Blondell, who had considered none of them. They are generally designed to 
express the sacredness and excellency of the persons which the clergy bore in these mystical 
performances. Nor is there any thing in them that is really affected or strained, much less blasphemous, 
no, nor any extravagant flights of fancy If he were to compare them with the first invisible archetypes of 
unity, (as that is, indeed, his great design in those epistles, in opposition to the schisms then rising,) then 
it was very proper for him to take notice only of the two orders which were then immediately concerned 
in the office of ministration, and then to compare them with GOD the FATHER, and the Logos; because 
as this unity consists in the unity of the head, and the Scripture tells us that the head of every man is 
CHRIST, so also the same Scripture tells us that the Head of CHRIST is GOD ... These things, therefore, 
being thus solidly laid down by the first FATHERS, in their disputes against their contemporary Heretics 
and Schismatics, all the inferences thence deduced against them, will follow naturally and undeniably ... 
It will follow, that disunion from the Bishop was a disunion from CHRIST and the FATHER, and from all 
the invisible heavenly Priesthood, and sacrifice, and intercession. It will follow that disunion from any 
one ordinary, must consequently be a disunion from the whole Catholic Church, seeing it is impossible 
for any, to continue a member of CHRIST'S mystical body, who is disunited from the mystical head of it. 
It will follow that visible disunion from the external sacraments of the Bishop, is in the consequence a 
disunion from the Bishop, and from the whole Catholic Church in communion with him, who ought to 
ratify each other's censures under pain of schism if they do not. 


COLLIER, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Moral Essays, Part III. 


'Tis the bulk and serviceableness of business, and the use it has in the world, which makes an 
employment honourable. And can any thing compare with the Apostles in this particular? Were they not 
to form and instruct the Church, and to govern the most noble society upon earth? Were they not to 
publish the Mysteries of Redemption, the offers of the New Covenant, and the glories of the other world 
Fire in the figure of tongues sat upon the heads of each of them. This was an emblem of the gift of 
languages, and the miracle was as bright as the flame This was a glorious attestation, this must needs 
make their Commission undisputed, and their character indelible. Should a Prince be proclaimed from 
the sky, anointed out of the Ampoul, and crowned by an Angel, his authority could not be more visible ... 



I can't help saying, that, in my opinion, a Prince made but a lean figure in comparison with an Apostle. 
What is the magnificence of palaces, the richness of furniture, the quality of attendance, what is all this 
to the pomp of miracles, and the grandeur of supernatural power? A Prince can bestow marks of 
distinction, and posts of honour and authority; but he can't give the HOLY GHOST, he can't register his 
favourites among the quality of heaven, nor entitle them to the bliss of eternity. No,--these powers 
were Apostolic privileges, and the enclosure of the Church. The prerogative royal cannot stretch thus 
far; these jewels are not to be found in the imperial crown ... I need not tell you how much they suffered 
through their progress, and how gloriously they went off into the other world. But before their 
departure they took care to perpetuate their authority, and provide governors for the Church. Thus the 
jurisdiction was conveyed to Bishops and Priests; this succession has continued without interruption for 
above sixteen hundred years. 


LESLIE, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-Case of the Regale and Pontificate 


When any constitution of civil government dissolves itself, another immediately succeeds; or, if a 
Monarchy be turned into a Commonwealth, or a Commonwealth into a Monarchy: and consequently 
that which was dissolved, is no more; but we cannot say that the Church is no more. There is still a 
Church, though in servitude, and nothing succeeds to it; if it were dissolved, there would be no Church, 
but nothing would come in its room, unless you will say a privation, that is, the want of a Church The 
Church is a society spread over the earth; and, therefore, cannot be dissolved in any one kingdom or 
state; nor can the concessions of any national Church oblige the Church Catholic; no, nor oblige that 
national Church herself, otherwise than according to the rules of the Catholic Church; more than a 
Committee of the House of Lords or Commons can oblige the whole House, or govern themselves by any 
other rules than those which are prescribed by the House. 

The Church is laid as low and fenceless as the sand under their [Atheism, Deism, &c.j storms, which had 
long since overwhelmed the City of GOD, (after the change of her governors) if the Almighty promise 
(Matt. xvi. 18; xxviii. 20.) had not interposed to preserve some embers alive in the midst of these 
torrents. And they will be preserved till the time appointed by GOD shall come, when His breath shall 
put new life in them, to lick up that sea that now covers, but cannot drown them ... This is the city, the 
society, over which the temporal governments of the earth have assumed the dominion; and have said, 
"Let us break their bonds asunder, and cast away their cords from us." 

And let not so weak a thought arise in your minds, as if all this were only the self-seeking of the Clergy, 
out of pride to advance themselves. Alas! it must have the quite contrary effect with any of them who 
consider what a heavy charge they have undertaken, and what account will be exacted from them, for 
their faithful discharge of it! That the blood of all those souls who perish through their negligence or 
default, will be required at their hands! That they have to wrestle, not only with flesh and blood, but 
against principalities and powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this world, against wicked spirits 
that are set up in high places! And whoever opposes these with that truth and freedom that is 
necessary, instead of honour must expect reproach and persecution; of which it is not the least that 
they cannot vindicate the honour of CHRIST'S commission without being thought to seek their own 
glory. Yet that must not hinder; the successors of the Holy Apostles must be content to pass, as they did, 
"through evil report and good report, as deceivers, and yet true." 



WILSON, BISHOP, CONFESSOR AND DOCTOR.-Private Thoughts 


"He that entereth not by the door into the sheepfold," &c. A lawful entrance, upon motives which aim at 
the glory of GOD and the good of souls; an external call and mission, from the apostolic authority of 
Bishops. 

"A stranger will they not follow;" that is, they ought not to follow such as break Catholic Unity 

Whoever is associated in the Priesthood of CHRIST, ought, in imitation of Him, to sacrifice himself for the 
advantage of His Church and for all the designs of GOD 

"Bishops and Priests," saith St. Ambrose, "are honourable on account of the sacrifice they offer." The 
power of the keys and the exercise of that power, the due use of confirmation, and previous to that of 
examination ... are matters of infinite and eternal concern (At the Lord's Supper. Before the Service 
begins.) May it please Thee, 0 GOD, who hast called us to this ministry, to make us worthy to offer unto 
Thee this sacrifice for our own sins and for the sins of the people. Accept our service and our persons, 
through our LORD JESUS CHRIST, who liveth and reigneth with Thee and the HOLY GHOST, One GOD, 
world without end.--0 reject not this people for me and for my sins. Amen. 

(Upon placing the Elements upon the Altar.) Vouchsafe to receive these Thy creatures from the hands of 
us sinners, 0 Thou self-sufficient GOD! 

(Immediately after the Consecration.) We offer unto Thee, our King and our GOD, this bread and this 
cup. We give Thee thanks for these and for all Thy mercies, beseeching Thee to send down Thy HOLY 
SPIRIT upon this sacrifice, that He may make this bread the Body of Thy CHRIST, and this cup the blood 
of Thy CHRIST; and that all we, who are partakers thereof, may thereby obtain remission of our sins and 
all other benefits of His passion. And together with us, remember, 0 GOD, for good, the whole mystical 
body of Thy Son; that such as are yet alive may finish their course with joy, and that we, with all such as 
are dead in the LORD, may rest in hope and rise in glory, for Thy Son's sake, whose death we now 
commemorate. Amen. May I adore Thee, 0 GOD, by offering to Thee the pure and unbloody sacrifice, 
which Thou hast ordained by JESUS CHRIST. Amen. 

Whenever Church discipline meets with discountenance, impieties of all kinds are sure to get head and 
abound. And impieties unpunished do always draw down judgments. The same JESUS CHRIST, who 
appointed baptism for the receiving men into His Church and family, has appointed excommunication, 
to shut such out as are judged unworthy to continue in it If baptism be a blessing, excommunication is a 
real punishment; there being the same authority for excommunication as for baptism. And if men 
ridicule it, they do it at the peril of their souls. 


BINGHAM, PRESBYTER.—Sermons on Absolution. No. 2. 


In the first place, the commission of power to ministers to retain and remit other men's sins, in 
whatever sense we take it, is a great engagement on them to lead holy and pure lives themselves. For it 
looks like an absurdity in practice, and is too often really thought so, that men should be qualified to 
forgive other men's sins, who are loaded with guilt and impurity themselves. There is nothing so natural 



and obvious to us as, Physician, heal thyself: and, therefore, if it be not a real objection against their 
office, yet it is an unanswerable one against their persons. If it do not destroy the tenor of their 
commission in the nature of the thing, yet it certainly diminishes their authority and reputation in the 
opinion of men when every profligate sinner can retort upon them and say, "Thou that teachest 
another, teachest thou not thyself? Thou that preachest a man should not steal, dost thou steal? Thou 
that sayest a man should not commit adultery, dost thou commit adultery? Thou that makest thy boast 
of the law, through breaking the law, dishonourest thou GOD?" It must needs take off very much from 
the veneration of the Sacrament of Baptism, to have a man pretend to wash away the sins of others, 
who is himself polluted and profane; and equally diminishes the reverence which is due to the 
tremendous mystery of the Eucharist, to have it ministered with unholy hands. It cannot relish well with 
men, to hear an unsanctified mouth giving blessing to others, who in effect is cursing himself; praying 
that the blood of CHRIST may preserve others to eternal life, while he himself is eating and drinking his 
own damnation, not discerning the LORD'S body. But above all, such a man cannot with any tolerable 
decency or freedom, discharge the office of punishing and correcting others, who is himself more justly 
liable to rebuke and censure. With what face can he debar others from Baptism or the Eucharist, who is 
himself unqualified to receive either? or exclude others from the Church, who is himself unworthy to 
enter into it? Nothing can be a greater engagement upon Ministers to lead holy and pure lives, than the 
consideration of the commission which CHRIST has given them, to retain or remit other men's sins, 
whether in a sacramental way, or a declaratory way, or a precatory way, or a judicial way: because 
without purity, they can by no means answer the end of this office, and the nature of their trust; but 
their mal-administration will rise up in judgment against them and condemn them. 

2. A second thing which this office of retaining and remitting sins requires of Ministers, is great diligence 
in their studies and labours, without which they can never be able sufficiently to discharge it. The 
Church, indeed, has made some part of this work tolerably easy, by a prudent provision of many proper 
general forms of absolution: to which in her wisdom she may add proper forms of excommunication and 
judicial absolution. But when this is done, there still remains a great deal more belonging to the full 
discharge of this office, for which the Church can make no particular provision: and, therefore, that must 
be left to the industry and diligence of Ministers, in their particular studies and labours. And this 
requires both a diffused knowledge, and great application; to be able to understand the nature of all 
GOD'S laws, and the bounds and distinctions betwixt every virtue and vice; to be able to resolve all 
ordinary cases of conscience, and answer such doubts and scruples as are apt to arise in men's minds; to 
know the qualifications of particular men, and the nature and degrees and sincerity of their repentance, 
in order to give them a satisfactory answer to their demands, and grant or refuse them the several sorts 
of absolution, as they shall think proper, upon an impartial view of their state and condition. He that 
thinks all this may be done without any great labour and study, and a diligent search of the Holy 
Scriptures, the rule and record of GOD'S will, scorns neither to understand the nature of his office, nor 
the needs of men; nor what it is to stand in the place of CHRIST, and judge for him between GOD and 
man. The Priest's lips should preserve knowledge: and a man that considers the large extent of that 
knowledge, together with the great variety of cases and persons to which he may have occasion to apply 
it, would rather be tempted to cry out with the Apostle, "Who is sufficient for these things?" And if this 
be not an argument to engage a man to industry in the office of a spiritual physician, it is hard to say 
what is so. 


SKELTON, PRESBYTER.—Discourse 71. 



The next thing the Puritans took offence at, was the Hierarchy of the Church. They looked on the 
Bishops as the instruments of papal tyranny, and the corrupters of true religion ...They were, it seems, 
so ignorant, as not to know, that the Bishops, of all men, had most reason to oppose the usurpation of 
the Bishop of Rome, who had made himself the only Bishop, and reduced all the rest to ciphers. Nor did 
they consider, whether it was in the power of man to abolish, at his discretion, an order of the Church, 
instituted by GOD Himself, merely because the men who filled this order had degenerated, together 
with all the rest of the Church, into superstition and luxury. Here again the scheme of our opposers was 
not to reform, but to destroy; and what was equally bold, to begin a new ministry, with hardly any other 
mission than such as a number of men, and sometimes one man only, wholly unauthorized, for aught 
that others could perceive, should assume. From men thus sending themselves, or sent by we know not 
whom, we are to receive the sacraments We must not forget, however, that these new orders lay claim 
to scriptural institution and primitive example. What, all of them? And without succession? Do we hear 
of any man in Scripture who ordained himself, or who presumed to take the ministry of GOD'S word and 
sacraments upon him, without being sent either immediately or successively by CHRIST? Or, can an 
instance of this kind be assigned during the first fourteen centuries of the Church? 

So sacred a thing is the succession of ordination, that the HOLY GHOST, who had already enabled 
Barnabas and Saul to preach the word, ordered them to be "separated for the work whereunto He had 
called them, by fasting, prayer, and imposition of hands,"--that is, to be ordained: the SPIRIT of GOD 
hereby plainly showing, that He himself would not break the successive order of mission established in 
the Church. 


SAMUEL JOHNSON.-en filosofou schmati presbeuwn twn qeiwn logon. Sermon 7. 


With regard to the order and government of the Primitive Church, we may doubtless follow their [the 
ancients'] authority with perfect security; they could not possibly be ignorant of laws executed, and 
customs practised by themselves; nor would they, even supposing them corrupt, serve any interest of 
their own, by handing down false accounts to posterity. We are, therefore, to inquire from them the 
different Orders established in the Ministry from the Apostolic ages; the different employments of each, 
and their several ranks, subordinations, and degrees of authority. From their writings, we are to 
vindicate the establishment of our Church, and by the same writings are those who differ from us in 
these particulars to defend their conduct. 

Nor is this the only, though perhaps the chief use of these writers; for, in matters of faith and points of 
doctrine, those at least who lived in the ages nearest to the times of the Apostles undoubtedly deserve 
to be consulted. The oral doctrines and occasional explications of the Apostles would not be 
immediately forgotten, in the Churches to which they had preached, and which had attended to them 
with the diligence and reverence which their mission and character demanded. Their solution of 
difficulties, and determinations of doubtful questions, must have been treasured up in the memory of 
their audiences, and transmitted for some time from FATHER to son. Every thing, at least, that was 
declared by the inspired teachers to be necessary to salvation, must have been carefully recorded; and, 
therefore, what we find no traces of in Scripture, or the early FATHERS, as most of the peculiar tenets of 
the Romish Church, must certainly be concluded to be not necessary. Thus, by consulting first the Holy 
Scriptures, and next the writers of the Primitive Church, we shall make ourselves acquainted with the 
will of GOD; thus shall we discover the good way, and find that rest for our souls, which will amply 



recompense our studies and inquiries. 


HORNE, BISHOP AND DOCTOR.-Charge of Primary Visitation of his Diocese 


The Constitution and use of the Church of CHRIST is another subject, on which our principles, for some 
years past, have been very unsettled, and our knowledge precarious and superficial. Ignorance is 
dangerous here, because there are so many whose interest it is to flatter us in it, and take advantage of 
it. The definition of the Church, contained in our Articles, was purposely less definitive than it might 
have been, to avoid giving further offence to those whom we rather wished to reconcile; but it does not 
appear, that the Church hath gained any thing by its moderation; it hath rather lost; because in virtue of 
that moderation, it hath been pleaded against us, that Ecclesiastical Unity may be dispensed with, and 
that all our differences in this matter are only problematical and immaterial. 

But salvation is a gift of grace; that is, it is a free gift, to which we have no natural claim. It is not to be 
conceived within ourselves, but to be received, in consequence of our Christian calling, from GOD 
Himself, through the means of His Ordinances. These can no man administer to effect, but by GOD'S 
own appointment; at first, by His immediate appointment, and afterwards, by succession and derivation 
from thence to the end of the world. Without this rule we are open to imposture, and can be sure of 
nothing; we cannot be sure that our ministry is effective, and that our Sacraments are realities. We are 
very sensible the spirit of division will never admit this doctrine; yet the spirit of charity must never part 
with it. Writers and teachers who make it a point to give no offence, treat these things very tenderly; 
but he who, in certain cases, gives men no offence, will for that reason give them no instruction. Light 
itself is painful to weak eyes; but delightful to them when grown stronger, and reconciled to it with use; 
and he who was instrumental in bringing them to a more perfect state of vision, though less acceptable 
at first, may yet, for his real kindness, be more cordially thanked afterwards, than if he had made the 
case and safety of his own person the measure of his duty. It is by no means evident, that the Church 
hath ever recommended itself the more by receding from any of its just pretensions: generosity obliges 
and secures a friend; but an enemy construes it into weakness, and then it never does any good. Yet the 
adversaries of the Church of England have always been persuading her to make the experiment, and 
have promised great things from it; with what views, it cannot be difficult to discover. It was an unhappy 
circumstance, and had very ill effects, when some pious men, of more zeal than discretion, who set out 
on the work of reforming this nation, opened an asylum for penitents, which took in people of all 
persuasions, without exception of any. It came to be inferred from hence, that souls might be saved as 
well without as with a Church; perhaps better; and when men have once begun to neglect roles, they go 
on to despise them, and know not where to stop, till all things are bought into confusion 

The ancient Church is the standard by which all modern ones are to be examined; and unless a man 
knows what the Church was in centuries before the Reformation, he will see but darkly into the troubled 
waters of later times, in which faction and party have confounded things; and it hath become as much 
the interest of some, that the Church of CHRIST should be found every where, as it is the desire of 
others that it should be found no where If we would guard against popular mistakes in the subject at 
large, it will be necessary to examine first, what the Church was under the Old Testament; for there we 
find its original establishment, its form, its authority, its ministry, its unity and uniformity, its 
maintenance, its independence; which things being so particularly laid down, no new establishment is to 
be found in the Epistles or the Gospels of the New Testament, but the ancient constitution is referred to, 



to show us, in certain cases, what ought to be from what had been From the Scripture we should 
proceed next to observe, what the Church was in the first ages of the Gospel, before worldly policy, 
miscalled moderation, had any influence upon the opinions of Christians. There is an epistle of St. 
Clement, on Church unity and Church authority, with which all students in divinity should be acquainted. 
It will teach them what the Christian society then was, and what it ought to be. Ignatius and Cyprian, 
both of them martyrs, will give further instruction. The latter is so particular and copious, that a code of 
discipline might nearly be formed upon his authority. With these preparations, we shall be the better 
able to judge, of what happened at the Reformation, when many things were right and many wrong; 
when the Church of England, by the singular blessing of GOD, preserved its constitution and its 
doctrines, while many of the reformed fell off by degrees, some into disorder, some into dissolution. 
What remains with us we must defend and preserve; trusting that the same GOD who hath raised this 
Church, when trodden down to the dust, will never forsake us till we forsake Him ... 

But I must now hasten, in the last place, to a subject of more quietness or less suspicion [than the 
subject of civil government], in which wise men of all persuasions are more nearly of a mind; I mean, the 
conduct of the Christian life. Modern times and new modes of education have given too great a latitude 
in the articles of dress, and dissipation, and self-indulgence. Every thing is to be avoided which tends to 
diminish that gravity and seriousness which GOD expects to find in all those who are flying from the 
wrath to come. It was observed of old, that when inconsiderate people are avoiding one extreme, they 
commonly fall into another, while reason and discretion keep the middle way. When Protestants laid 
aside the austerities of superstition, they began to see less harm in the liberties taken by the world. The 
kind of life to which the first Christians conformed, hath been considered as a sort of heroic piety, which 
had more of suffering and mortification than are now required of us; as if the way to heaven could be 
easier, while the number of our temptations is probably increasing from the refinement of modern 
times, which, instead of giving us more liberty, call upon us for a greater degree of caution and reserve 

To us JESUS CHRIST is the pattern of holiness, the great exemplar of perfection, of whom we are first to 
learn, what no heathen ever professed, to be "meek and lowly in heart;" and accordingly, one of the 
best books extant on the Spiritual life, is entitled, "The Imitation of JESUS CHRIST." Its language is 
barbarous, but its matter is divine and heavenly, and hath administered instruction and consolation to 
thousands of devout Christians. The way of true devotion must still be understood to be the same 
humble, secret, unaffected, unaspiring practice of piety, as it used to be of old. The Cross, which JESUS 
CHRIST carried for our salvation, is still the true emblem of our profession, from our baptism to our 
departure out of this life, and is to be borne by us in our minds, as a daily admonition to patient 
suffering and self-denial. 

To assist us in the great duties of prayer and meditation, books of devotion have their use; but to us of 
the clergy, the liturgy of our Church is the best companion; and the daily use of it in our churches and 
families is required by the canons. It cannot be denied, that from various reasons prevailing amongst us, 
we are much fallen off of late years, from the practice of weekly prayers in our churches. Wherever this 
has been neglected, we should exhort the people to the revival of it, if circumstances will possibly 
permit; and alarm them against a mistake, to which they are all exposed, from a fanatical prejudice of 
baneful influence, namely, that they come to Church only to hear preaching; and hence they are 
indifferent, even on a Sunday, to the prayers of the Church, unless there is a sermon. 


JONES OF NAYLAND, PRESBYTER.-Lectures on Hebrews iii. 



The Church, in its nature, always was what it is now, a society comprehending the souls as well as the 
bodies of men; and, therefore, consisting of two parts, the one spiritual, answering to the soul, and the 
other outward, answering to the body. Hence, some have written much upon a visible Church and an 
invisible, as if they were two things; but they are more properly one, as the soul and body make a single 
person. 

In the twelfth chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Apostle gives such a description of that society, 
into which Christians are admitted, as will show us the nature of it. "Ye are come," says he, "unto Mount 
Zion," &c. The terms here used give us a true prospect of the Church This is that Zion of the Holy One of 
Israel, to which the forces of the Gentiles were to flow from all parts of the world ... the city of the living 
GOD, distinguished from the cities of the world, as Jerusalem was from the cities of the heathens, who 
dedicated their cities not to the living GOD, but to the names of their dead idols This, being the city of 
the living GOD, must be an immortal society, for the living GOD does not preside over dead citizens; He 
is not the GOD of the dead, but the GOD of the living, and all the members of this society live unto Him 
It is, therefore, called the Heavenly Jerusalem, because it is of a heavenly nature; and it is called the 
Jerusalem which is above, which is free, and is the mother of us all ... Its spiritual nature is further 
declared, in that it is said to comprehend an innumerable company of angels In the communion of the 
Church the spirits of just men made perfect are also included. It is a society which admits only the spirits 
of the living, and as such cannot exclude the spirits of the dead; and this confirms what we said above, 
that the Church is a spiritual community, comprehending the dead as well as the living 

But it is now to be shown, secondly, that as the Church of GOD hath always been the same in its nature, 
it hath likewise preserved the same form in its external economy: the wisdom of GOD having so 
ordained, that the Christian Church under the Gospel should not depart from the model of the Church 
under the Law. For as the congregation of Israel was divided into twelve tribes, under the twelve 
Patriarchs, so is the Church of CHRIST founded on the twelve Apostles, who raised to themselves a 
spiritual seed amongst all the nations of the world There were then three orders of priests in the Jewish 
Church; there was the high priest, and the sons of Aaron and the Levites. In the Church of CHRIST, there 
was the order of the Apostles, besides whom there were the seventy Disciples sent out after them; and, 
last of all, the Deacons were ordained to serve under both in the lower offices of the Church. The same 
form is still preserved in every regular Church of the world, which derives its succession and authority 
from the Church of the Apostles: after whom the Bishops succeeded by their appointment, such as 
Timothy and Titus, in their respective churches. This authority has been opposed to the Christian as it 
was in the Jewish Church: Corah and his company rose up against Moses and Aaron for usurping a lordly 
authority over the people; so, in the later ages of the Christian Church, a levelling principle hath 
prevailed, which has appeared in many different shapes 

The Church has also been remarkably conformable to itself in its sufferings. There never was a time, so 
far as we can learn, when the true Church of GOD, with its doctrines and institutions, was not hated and 
opposed by the world: either persecuted and oppressed by powerful tyrants, or traduced and insulted 
by lying historians. 


BISHOP [sicj.-Sermon on Matt. xvi. 18, 19. 



The keys of the kingdom of Heaven here promised to St. Peter... must be something quite distinct from 
that with which it hath generally been confounded, the power of remission and retention of sins, 
conferred by our LORD, after His resurrection, upon the apostles in general, and transmitted through 
them to the perpetual succession of the priesthood. This is the discretionary power lodged in the 
priesthood, of dispensing the sacraments, and of granting to the penitent and refusing to the obdurate 
the benefit and comfort of absolution. The object of this power is the individual upon whom it is 
exercised, according to the particular circumstances of each man's case. It was exercised by the Apostles 
in many striking instances. It is exercised now by every priest, when he administers or withholds the 
sacraments of baptism and the LORD'S Supper, or, upon just grounds, pronounces or refuses to 
pronounce upon an individual the sentence of absolution. 


HEBER, BISHOP.--Sermons in England, No. xii. 


We must return then, after all, (in ordinary cases, and where an immediate and supernatural 
commission from the HOLY GHOST is neither proved nor pretended,) to the appointment and ordination 
of those among our fellow-creatures who exercise a legitimate authority in the Church of CHRIST, and 
who, as being appointed by GOD, are placed in GOD'S stead, and commissioned by Him to dispense 
those graces which are necessary for the feeding of His flock, and to designate those labourers who are 
henceforth to work in His harvest. 

And having arrived at this point of the discussion, even if that discussion were to proceed no further, 
and if the Scriptures had given us no information as to the persons by whom this authority was to be 
exercised, the validity of our ordinations would still be sufficiently plain, and the danger of separation 
from, or rebellion against, our Church would be sufficiently great and alarming, inasmuch as, where no 
distinct religious officer was instituted by GOD, the appointment of such officers must necessarily have 
devolved on the collective Christian Church, and on those supreme magistrates who, in every Christian 
country, are the recognized organs of the public will and wisdom It happens, however, to be in our 
power to show (if not an explicit direction of CHRIST for the form of our Church government, and the 
manner of appointing our spiritual guides), yet a precedent so clear and a pattern so definite, as to leave 
little doubt of the intentions of our Divine Master, or of the manner in which those intentions were 
fulfilled by His immediate and inspired Disciples. Nor will the force of such precedent and example on 
the practice of succeeding Christians be regarded as trifling by those who consider that it is on such 
grounds as these that the obligation rests of many observances which are allowed by all parties to be 
essential; among which maybe classed the baptism of infants, the observance of the LORD'S Day, and 
our participation in the LORD'S Supper. 

But, without entering into the question of the absolute necessity of this rule, and without judging those 
other national Churches which have departed from it, it is evident that those Churches are most wise 
and most fortunate, who have continued in the path which CHRIST and His Apostles have trodden 
before; and that religious insubordination is then most unreasonable and most dangerous, when 
exerted against a form of polity which the majority of our fellow-Christians, the wisdom of our civil 
governors, and the full stream of precedent, from the time of the Apostles themselves, combine to 
recommend to our reverence. 


We find, accordingly, that our LORD, on His own departure from the world, committed, in most solemn 
terms, the government of His Church to His Apostles. We find these Apostles, in the exercise of the 



authority thus received, appointing Elders in every city, as dispensers of the word and the sacraments of 
religion; and we find them also appointing other Ecclesiastical Officers, who were to have the oversight 
of these Elders themselves; and who, in addition to the powers which they enjoyed in common with 
them, had the privilege, which the others had not, of admitting, by the imposition of hands, those whom 
they thought fit to the ministerial office 

And it is not too much to say, that we may challenge those who differ from us, to point out any single 
period at which the Church has been destitute of such a body of officers, laying claim to an authority 
derived by the imposition of hands from the Apostles themselves; or any single instance of a Church 
without this form of government, till the Church of Geneva, at first from necessity, and afterwards from 
a mistaken exposition of Scripture, supplied the place of a single Bishop by the rule of an oligarchical 
presbytery. 


JEBB, BISHOP.--Pastoral Instructions. Discourse i. 


"And lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world;"--a promise not occasional or temporary, 
like that of miraculous powers; but conveying an assurance that CHRIST Himself, will, in spirit and in 
power, be continually present with His Catholic and Apostolick Church; with the bishops of that Church, 
who derive from the Apostles by uninterrupted succession, and with those inferior, but essential orders 
of the Church, which are constituted by the same authority, and dedicated to the same service. 


VAN MILDERT, BISHOP.-Bampton Lectures. Sermon viii. 


The system, of which the Apostles had laid the foundation, was to be carried on through succeeding 
generations; but with a gradual diminution of that extraordinary aid, which the circumstances of the 
case rendered no longer necessary ... Yet since the object to be attained was not temporary, but to 
continue from age to age, the mode, the form, and the instrument to be employed, were still to be 
conformable to the primitive institution. Accordingly, the Apostles ordained successors to themselves, 
and took measures for perpetuating in the Church a standing ministry of diverse orders and gradations. 
In so doing, they showed in what sense we are to interpret our LORD'S assurance, that He would "be 
with them always, even unto the end of the world." 

The evidences, from the best historical records, to the simple fact that a visible Church of this 
description has actually subsisted from the time of our LORD and His Apostles to this moment, are too 
well known to require a detail. Nor is there any defect of similar evidence, to show that, whatever errors 
or corruptions may have occasionally found admittance into it, the Church itself has proved a successful 
instrument in the hands of Providence, both of transmitting the unadulterated Word of GOD from 
generation to generation, and also of promulgating and maintaining all its great fundamental truths; 
nay, perhaps, of preserving even the very name as well as substance of Christianity, which, humanly 
speaking, would probably have been long since extinct, had it not been nurtured and cherished by this 
its appointed guardian and protector 


Let us take, for instance, those articles of faith which have already been shown to be essential to the 



Christian Covenant:--the doctrines of the Trinity, of our LORD'S Divinity and Incarnation, of His 
Atonement and Intercession, of our sanctification by the HOLY SPIRIT, of the terms of acceptance, and 
the ordinances of the Christian Sacraments and Priesthood. At what period of the Church have these 
doctrines, or either of them, been by any public act disowned or called in question! We are speaking 
now, it will be recollected, of what in the language of Ecclesiastical history, is emphatically called THE 
CHURCH; that, which has from age to age borne rule, upon the ground of its pretensions to Apostolical 
succession. And to this our inquiry is necessarily restricted 

Surely, here is something to arrest attention; something to awaken reflection; something which they 
who sincerely profess Christianity, and are tenacious of the inviolability of its doctrines, must 
contemplate with sentiments of awe and veneration. For, though a sceptic may contend that this 
species of evidence does not amount to a direct and demonstrative proof of the truth of the doctrines; 
yet if they be not true, how shall we account for their having been so uninterruptedly transmitted to 
these latter times? How they have withstood the assaults of continued opponents? opponents, wanting 
neither talents nor inclination to effect their overthrow? If these considerations be deemed insufficient, 
let the adversary point out by what surer tokens we shall discover any Christian community, duly 
answering the Apostle's description, that it is "built upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, 
JESUS CHRIST Himself being the chief Corner-Stone?" 


MANT, BISHOP.--Parochial Sermons, xxvii. 


Nor had He in this appointment a view to those times only, in which the appointment was made; but He 
designed that it should be extended to all future ages; for so we must understand the words which He 
pronounced immediately after giving His apostles their authority to baptize: "Lo, I am with you always, 
even unto the end of the world." A promise this which cannot be supposed to have respect to the 
persons of the Apostles alone, who in the common course of nature were soon to be taken from the 
world, to the end of which the promise itself was to extend. 

In conformity with this meaning, the Apostles, who were themselves holy men and full of the HOLY 
GHOST, did send other persons; to whom again, they gave power and authority to send others, through 
whom the office of ministers of the Gospel has been handed down in regular and uninterrupted 
succession from the Apostles to the present time. 


OXFORD, 

The Feast of St. Mark [1839] 



Tracts for the Times ON THE ROMAN BREVIARY AS EMBODYING THE SUBSTANCE OF THE DEVOTIONAL 
SERVICES OF THE CHURCH CATHOLIC. [Number 75] 


Teach her to know and love her hour of prayer, And evermore, As faith grows rare. 
Unlock her heart, and offer all its store, In holier love and humbler vows, 

As suits a lost returning spouse.—Christian Year. 


There is so much of excellence and beauty in the services of the Breviary, that were it skilfully set before 
the Protestant by Roman controversialists as the book of devotions received in their communion, it 
would undoubtedly raise a prejudice in their favour, if he were ignorant of the circumstances of the 
case, and but ordinarily candid and unprejudiced. To meet this danger is one principal object of the 
following pages; in which, whatever is good and true in those Devotions will be claimed, and on 
reasonable grounds, for the Church Catholic in opposition to the Roman Church, whose only real claim 
above other Churches is that of having adopted into the Service certain additions and novelties, 
ascertainable to be such in history, as well as being corruptions doctrinally. In a word, it will be 
attempted to wrest a weapon out of our adversaries® hands; who have in this, as in many other 
instances, appropriated to themselves a treasure which was ours as much as theirs; and then, on our 
attempting to recover it, accuse us of borrowing what we have but lost through inadvertence. The 
publication then of these selections, which it is proposed presently to give from these Services, is, as it 
were, an act of re-appropriation. Were however the Breviary ever so much the property of the 
Romanists, by retaining it in its ancient Latin form, they have defrauded the Church of that benefit 
which, in the vernacular tongue, it might have afforded to the people at large. 

Another reason for the selections which are to follow, lies in the circumstance, that our own daily 
Service is confessedly formed upon the Breviary; so that an inspection of the latter will be found 
materially to illustrate and explain our own Prayer-Book. 

It may suggest, moreover, character and matter for our private devotions, over and above what our 
Reformers have thought fit to adopt into our public Services; a use of it which will be but carrying out 
and completing what they have begun. 

And there is a further benefit which, it is hoped, will result from an acquaintance with the Breviary 
Services, viz. that the adaptation and arrangement of the Psalms therein made, will impress many 
person with a truer sense of the excellence and profitableness of those inspired compositions than it is 
the fashion of this age to entertain. 

Lastly, if it can be shown, as was above intimated, that the corruptions, whatever they be, are of a late 
date, another fact will have been ascertained, in addition to those which are ordinarily insisted on, 
discriminating and separating off the Roman from the primitive Church. 

With these views a sketch shall first be given of the history of the Breviary; then the selections from it 
shall follow. 


lntroduction:-On the history of the Breviary. 




The word Breviarum first occurs in the work of an author of the eleventh century, and is used to denote 
a compendium or systematic arrangement of the devotional offices of the Church. Till that time they 
were contained in several independent volumes, according to the nature of each. Such, for instance, 
were the Psalteria, Homilaria, Hymnaria, and the like, to be used in the service in due course. But at this 
memorable era, and under the auspices of the Pontiff who makes it memorable, Gregory VII., an Order 
was drawn up, for the use of the Roman Church, containing in one all these different collections, 
introducing the separate members of each in its proper place, and harmonizing them together by the 
use of rubrics. Indeed, some have been led to conclude that in its first origin the word Breviary was 
appropriated to a mere collection of rubrics, not to the offices connected by them. But even taking it in 
its present sense, it will be obvious to any one who inspects the Breviary how well it answers to its 
name. Yet even thus digested, it occupies four thick volumes of duodecimo size. 

Gregory VII. did but restore and harmonize these offices; which seem to have exited more or less the 
same in constituent parts, though not in order and system, from Apostolic times. In their present shape 
they are appointed for seven distinct seasons in the twenty-four hours, and consist of prayers, praises, 
and thanksgivings of various forms; and, as regards both contents and hours, are the continuation of a 
system of worship observed by the Apostles and their converts. As to contents, the Breviary Services 
consist of the Psalms; of Hymns, and Canticles; of Lessons and texts from inspired and ecclesiastical 
authors; of Antiphons, Verses and Responses, and Sentences; and of Collects. And analogous to this 
seems to have been the usage of the Corinthian Christians, whom St. Paul blames for refusing to agree 
in some common order of worship; when they came together, every one of them having a Psalm, a 
doctrine, a tongue, a revelation, an interpretation. On the other hand, the Catholic seasons of devotion 
are certainly derived from Apostolic usage. The Jewish observance of the third, sixth and ninth hours for 
prayer, was continued by the inspired founders of the Christian Church. What Daniel had practised, even 
when the decree was signed forbidding it, "kneeling on his knees three times a day, and praying, and 
giving thanks unto his GOD," St. Peter and the other Apostles were solicitous in preserving. It was when 
"they were all with one accord in one place," at "the third hour of the day," that the Holy Ghost came 
down upon them at Pentecost. It was at the sixth hour, that St. Peter "went up upon the house-top to 
pray," and saw the vision revealing to him the admission of the Gentiles into the Church. And it was at 
the ninth hour that "Peter and John went up together into the temple," being "the hour of prayer." But 
though these were the more remarkable seasons of devotion, there certainly were others besides them, 
in that first age of the Church., After our SaviourEs departure, the Apostles, we are informed, "all 
continued with one accord in prayer and supplication, with the women, and Mary the mother of Jesus, 
and with His brethren:" and with this accords the repeated exhortation to pray together without 
ceasing, which occurs in St. PaulEs Epistles. It will be observed that he insists in one passage on prayer to 
the abridgement of sleep; and one recorded passage of his life exemplifies his precept. "And at midnight 
Paul and Silas prayed, and sand praises unto GOD, and the prisoners heard them." Surely it is more 
natural to suppose that this act of worship came in course, according to their wont, and was only not 
omitted because of their imprisonment, somewhat after DanielEs pattern, than that they should have 
gone aside to bear this sort of indirect testimony to the Gospel. 

Such was the Apostolic worship as far as Scripture happens to have preserved it; that it was as 
systematic, and as apportioned to particular times of the day, as in the aftertimes of peace and 
prosperity, is not to be supposed; yet it seems to have been, under ordinary circumstances, as ample 
and extended, as then. If St. Paul thought a prison and a prisonEs inmates no impediment to vocal 
prayer, we may believe it was no common difficulty which ever kept him from it. 

In subsequent times the Hours of prayer were gradually developed from the three, or (with midnight) 
the four seasons, above enumerate, to seven, viz. by the addition of Prime (the first hour), Vespers (the 



evening), and Compline (bed-time); according to the words of the Psalm, "Seven times a day do I praise 
Thee, because of Thy righteous judgments." Other pious and instructive reasons existed, or have since 
been perceived, for this number. It was a memorial of the seven days of creation; it was an honour done 
to the seven petitions given us by our Lord in His prayer; it was a mode of pleading for the influence of 
that Spirit who is revealed to us as sevenfold; on the other hand, it was a preservative against those 
seven evil spirits, which are apt to return to the exorcised soul more wicked than he who has been 
driven out of it; and it was a fit remedy of those seven successive falls, which the Scripture says happen 
to "the just man" daily. 

And, as the particular number of their Services admitted of various pious meanings, so did each in its 
turn suggest separate events in our SaviourEs history. He was born, and He rose again at midnight. At 
prime, (or 7 A.M. according to our reckoning,) He was brought before Pilate. At the third, (or 9 A.M.) He 
was devoted to crucifixion by the Jews, and scourged. At the sixth, (or noon,) He was crucified. At the 
ninth, (or 3 P.M.) He expired. At Vespers He was taken down from the cross; at which hour He had the 
day before eat the Passover, washed His ApostlesE feet, and consecrated the Eucharist. At 
Completorium, or Compline, He endured the agony in the garden. 

These separate Hours, however, require a more distinct notice. The night Service was intended for the 
end of the night, when it was still dark, but drawing towards day; and, considering that the hour for rest 
was placed soon after sunset, it did not infringe upon the time necessary for repose. Supposing the time 
of sleep to extend from 8 or 9 P.M. to 3 or 4 in the morning, the worshipper might then rise without 
inconvenience to perform to service which was called variously by the name of Nocturns, or Matins, as 
we still indifferently describe the hours in which it took place, as night or morning. It consists, when full, 
of three parts or Nocturns, each made up of Psalms and Lessons; and it ended in a Service, supposed to 
be used shortly before sunrise, and called Lauds, or Praises. This termination of the Nocturn Service is 
sometimes considered distinct from it, s as to make eight instead of seven hours in the day; as if in 
accordance with the text, "Give a portion to seven, and also to eight." Accordingly it is sometimes called 
by the name of Matins, instead of the Nocturns; and sometimes both together are so called. 

This subdivision of the night-service has the effect of dividing the course of worship into two distinct 
parts, of similar structure with each other; the three Nocturns, Lauds, and Prime, corresponding 
respectively to the three day hours (of the 3d, 6th, and 9th) Vespers and Compline. Of these the three 
day hours are made up of Psalms, Hymns, and Sentences. These are the simplest of the Services, and 
differ very little from each other though the year. Lauds answer to Vespers, the sun being about to rise 
or about to set in the one or the other respectively. Each contains five Psalms, a Text, a Hymn, 
Evangelical Canticle, Collect, and Commemoration of Saints. These hours are the most ornate of the 
Services, and are considered to answer to the morning and evening sacrifices of the Jews. 

Prime and Compline were introduced at the same time (the fifth century), and are placed respectively at 
the beginning of the day and the beginning of the night. In each there is a Confession, four Psalms, a 
Hymn, Text, and Sentences. 

The ecclesiastical day is considered to begin with the evening or Vesper service; according to the Jewish 
reckoning, as alluded to in the text, "In the evening, and morning, and at noon-day, will I pray, and that 
instantly." The ancient Vespers are regarded by some to be the most solemn hour of the day. They were 
sometimes called the Officium Lucernarum. Prayers were in some places offered while the lamps were 
lighting; and this rite was called lumen offere. The Mozarabic service supplies an instance of this, in 
which the Office ran as follows: 



"Kyrie eleyson, Christe eleyson, Kyris eleyson. Pater noster, &c. In nomine Domini Jesu Christi, lumen 
cum pace. R. Amen. Hoc est lumen oblatum. R. Deo gratias." 

On Festivals, the appropriate Services, beginning on the evening of the preceding day, are continued 
over the evening of the day itself; so that there are in such cases two Vespers, called the First and the 
Second, of which the First are the more solemn. 

This is the stated succession of the sacred offices through the day, but the observances of the precise 
hours has not been generally insisted on at any time, but has varied with local usages or individual 
convenience. Thus the Matin and Laud Services may be celebrated on the preceding evening, as is done 
(for instance) in the Sestine Chapel at Rome during Passion week, the celebrated Miserere being the first 
Psalm of Lauds. Prime may be used just before or after sunrise; the Third soon after; and soon after the 
Sixth; the Ninth near dinner; Vespers and Compline after dinner. Or Prime, the Third, Sixth, and Ninth 
may come together two or three hours after sunrise. Noon, which in most ages has been the hour for 
the meal of the day, is made to divide the Services; there is a rule, for instance, against Compline coming 
before dinner. 

Such is the present order and use of the Breviary Services, as derived more or less directly from 
Apostolic practice. Impressed with their antiquity, our Reformers did not venture to write a Prayer-Book 
of their own, but availed themselves of what was ready to their hands: in consequence our Daily Service 
is a compound of the portions of this primitive ritual, Matins being made up of the Catholic Matins, 
Lauds, and Prime, and Evensong of Vespers and Compline. The reason why these changes were brought 
about will be seen in the following sketch of the history of the Breviary from the time of Gregory VII. 

The word has already been explained to mean something between a directory and an harmony of 
offices; but it is to be feared there was another, and not so satisfactory reason for the use of it. It 
implied an abridgement or curtailment of Services, and so in particular of the Scripture readings, 
whether Psalms or Lessons, at least in practice. Of course there is no reason why the Church might not, 
in the use of her discretion, limit as well as select the portions of the inspired volume, which were to be 
introduced into her devotions; but there were serious reasons why she should not defraud her children 
of "their portion of meat in due season;" and it would seem, as if the eleventh or at least the twelfth 
century, a time fertile in other false steps in religion, must be charged also, as far as concerns Rome and 
its more intimate dependencies, with a partial removal of the light of the written Word from the 
Sanctuary. Whatever benefit attended the adjustment of the offices in other respects, so far as the 
reading of Scripture was omitted, it was the productive of evil, as least in prospect. An impulse was 
given however slight in itself, which was followed up in the centuries which succeeded, and in all those 
churches which either then, or in the course of time, adopted the usage of Rome. 

Even now that usage is not universally received in the Latin Communion, and it was in no sense enjoined 
on the whole Communion till after the Council of Trent; but from the influence of the papal see and of 
the monastic orders, it seems to have affected other countries from a much earlier date. This influence 
would naturally be increased by the circumstance that the old Roman Breviary had long before 
GregoryEs time been received in various parts of Europe: in England, since the time of Gregory the 
Great, who, after the pattern of Leo, and Gelasius before him, had been a Reformer of it; in Basle, since 
the ninth century; in France and Germany by means of Pepin and Charlemagne; while Gregory VII. 
himself effected its reception in Spain. Other Breviaries however still were in use, as they are at this day. 
The Ambrosian Breviary used in the Church of Milan, derives its name from the great St. Ambrose; and 
in the ninth century Charles the Bald, while sanctioning the use of the Roman, speaks also of the usage 
of Jerusalem, of Constantinople, of Gaul, of Italy, and of Toledo. 



In GregoryEs Breviary there are no symptoms of a neglect of Scripture. It contains the offices for 
festival-days, Sundays, and week-days; Matins on festivals having nine Psalms and nine Lessons, and on 
Sundays eighteen Psalms and nine Lessons, as at present. The course of the Scripture Lessons was the 
same as it had been before his time; as it is preserved in a manuscript of the thirteenth century. It will 
be found to agree in great measure both with the order of the present Breviary and with our own. From 
Advent to Christmas were read portions of the prophet Isaiah; from the Octave of the Epiphany to 
Septuagesima, St. PaulEs Epistle to the Romans; from Septuagesima to the third Sunday in Lent, the 
book of Genesis, the i. xii. and xxvii. on the Sundays to which they are allotted in our own offices; on the 
fourth in Lent to Wednesday in Passion Week, Jeremiah; from Easter to the third Sunday after, the 
Apocalypse; from the third to the fifth, St. James; from the Octave of the Ascension to Pentecost, the 
Acts; after the Octave of Trinity to the last Sunday in July, the books of Kings; in August, Proverbs; in 
September, Job, Tobit, Judith, and Esther; in October, Maccabees; and in November, Ezekiel, Daniel, and 
other prophets. 

Well would it have been if this laudable usage, received from the first ages, and confirmed by Pope 
Gregory VII. had been observed, according to his design, in the Roman Church; but his own successors 
were the first to depart from it. The example was set in the PopeEs chapel of curtailing the sacred 
Services, and by the end of the twelfth century it had been followed in all the churches in Rome, except 
that of St. John Lateran. The Fratres Minores, (Minorists or Franciscans,) adopted the new usage, and 
their Breviaries were in consequence remarkable for the title "secundum consuetudinem Romanae 
Curiae," contrary to the usage of such countries as conformed to the Roman Ritual, which were guided 
by the custom of the churches in the city. Flaymo, the chief of this order, had the sanction of Gregory X. 
in the middle of the thirteenth century, to correct and complete a change, which, as having begun in 
irregularity, was little likely to have fallen of itself into an orderly system; and his arrangements, which 
were conducted on the pattern of the Franciscan Devotions, nearly correspond to the Breviary, as it at 
present stands. 

FlaymoEs edition, which was introduced into the Roman Church by Nicholas III. A.D. 1278, is memorable 
for another and still more serious fault. Graver and sounder matters being excluded, apocryphal legends 
of Saints were used to stimulate the popular mind; and a way was made for the use of those Invocations 
to the Virgin and other Saints, which heretofore were unknown in public worship. The addresses to the 
blessed Mary in the Breviary, as it is at present constituted, are such as the following: the Ave Mary, 
before commencing every office through the day and at the end of Compline; at the end of Lauds and 
Vespers, an Antiphon invocatory of the Virgin; the Officium B. Mariae, on the Sabbath or Saturday, and 
sundry other offices, containing Flymns and Antiphons in her honour. These portions of the Breviary 
carry with them their own plain condemnation, in the judgment of an English Christian; no 
commendation of the general structure and matter of the Breviary itself will have any tendency to 
reconcile him to them; and it has been the strong feeling that this is really the case, that has led the 
writer of these pages fearlessly and securely to admit the real excellences, and to dwell upon the 
antiquity, of the Roman Ritual. Fie has felt that, since the Romanists required an unqualified assent to 
the whole of the Breviary, and that there were passages which no Anglican could ever admit, praise the 
true Catholic portion of it as much as he might, he did not in the slightest degree approximate to a 
recommendation of Romanism. But to return;--these Invocations and Services to the Blessed Virgin have 
been above enumerated, with a view of observing that, on the very face of them, they do not enter into 
the structure of the Breviary; they are really, as they are placed, additions, and might easily have been 
added at some later period, as (e.g.) was the case with our own Thanksgiving, or the Prayer for the 
Parliament. This remark seems to apply to all the intrinsically exceptionable Addresses in the Breviary; 
for as to the Confession at Prime and Compline, in which is introduced the name of the Blessed Virgin 



and other Saints, this practise stands on a different ground. It is not a simple gratuitous Invocation made 
to them, but it is an address to Almighty GOD in His heavenly court, as surrounded by His Saints and 
Angels, answering to St. PaulEs charge to Timothy, "before GOD and the LORD JESUS CHRIST and the 
elect Angels," and to Daniel and St. JohnEs address to the Angels who were sent to them. The same may 
even be said of the Invocation "Holy Mary and all Saints," &c. in the Prime Service, which Gavanti 
describes as being of very great antiquity. These usages certainly now do but sanction and encourage 
that direct worship of the Blessed Virgin and the Saints, which is the great practical offense of the Latin 
Church, and so are a serious evil; but it is worth pointing out, that, as on the one hand they have more 
claim to be considered an integral part of the service, so on the other, more can be said towards their 
justification than for those addresses which are now especially under our consideration. 

This is what occurs to observe on the first sight of these Invocations; but we are not left to draw a 
conjectural judgment about them. Their history is actually known, and their recent introduction into the 
Church Services is distinctly confessed by Roman ritualists. 

The Ave Mary, for instance, is made up of the AngelEs salutation, "Hail, thou," &c. ElizabethEs "Blessed 
art thou among women," &c., and the words "Holy Mary, Mother of GOD, pray for us sinners, now and 
in the hour of our death." The last clause "now and," &c. was confessedly added by the Franciscans in 
the beginning of the sixteenth century; and the words preceding it, "Holy Mary," &c. which Gavanti, 
after Baronius, wished to attribute to the Council of Ephesus (A.D. 431.) are acknowledged by the later 
critics, Grancolas and Merari, to have had no place in any form of prayer till the year 1508. Even the 
Scripture portion of the Ave Mary, which, as Merari observes, is an Antiphon rather than Prayer, and 
which occurs as such in the lesser Office of the Blessed Virgin, and in St. GregoryEs Sacramentary in the 
Mass Service for the fourth Sunday in Advent, is not mentioned by any devotional writer, nor by 
Councils no Fathers, up to the eleventh century, though they do enjoin the universal and daily use of the 
Creed and LordEs Prayer, which are in the present Breviary used with it. It first occurs among forms of 
prayer prescribed for the people in the statutes of Otho, Bishop of Paris, A. D. 1195, who was followed 
after the interval of a hundred years, by the regulations of Councils at Oxford and elsewhere. Another 
space of at least fifty years intervenes before the introduction of rosaries and crowns in honour of the 
Virgin. As to the Roman Breviary, it did not contain any part of the Ave Mary, till the promulgation of it 
by Pope Pius V., after the Tridentine Council, A. D. 1550. 

The four Antiphons to the Blessed Virgin, used at the termination of the offices, are known respectively 
by their first words; the Alma Redemptoris, the Ave Regina, the Regina coeli, and the Salve Regina. 
Gavanti and Merari plainly tell us they are not to be found in ancient authors. The Alma Redemptoris is 
the composition of Hermannus Contractus, who died A. D. 1054. The author of the Ave Regina is 
unknown, as is that of the Regina coeli. The Salve Regina is to be attributed either to Hermannus, or to 
Peter of Compostella. Gavanti would ascribe the last words "0 clemens, 0 pia, 0 dulcis," &c. to St. 
Bernard, but Merari corrects him, the work in which they are contained being suppositious. These 
Antiphons seem to have been used by the Franciscans after Compline from the thirteenth century; but 
are found in no Breviary before A. D. 1520. 

The Saturday or Sabbath office of the Blessed Virgin was introduced, according to Baronius, by the 
monks of the Western Church, about A. D. 1056. 

The Officium Parvum B. V. M. was instituted by the celebrated Peter Damiani at the same date. It is said 
indeed to have been the restoration of a practice three hundred years old, and observed by John 
Damascene; which it may well have been: but there is nothing to show the identity of the Service itself 
with the ancient one, and that is the only point on which evidence would be important. Thirty years 



after its introduction by Damiani, it was made part of the daily worship by decree of Urban II. 

The Breviary then, as it is now received, is pretty nearly what the Services became in practice in Rome, 
and among the Franciscans, by the middle of the thirteenth century; the two chief points of difference 
between it and the ancient Catholic Devotions, being on the one hand its diminished allowance of 
Scripture reading, on the other its adoption of uncertain legends, and of Hymns and Prayers to the 
Virgin. However, the more grievous of these changes were not formally made in the Breviary itself, till 
the Pontificate of Pius V. after the Tridentine Council; at which time also it was imposed in its new form 
upon all the Churches in communion with Rome, except such as had used some other Ritual for above 
two hundred years. Not even at the present day, however, is this Roman novelty, as it may be called, in 
universal reception; the Paris Breviary, as corrected by the Archbishop of that city A. D. 1735, differs 
from it considerably in detail, though still disfigured by the Invocations. 

Before concluding this account of the Roman Breviary, it is necessary to notice one attempt which was 
made in the first part of the sixteenth century to restore it to a more primitive form. In the year 1536, 
Quignonius, Cardinal of Santa Crux, compiled a Breviary under the sanction of Clement VII., and 
published it under his successor, Paul III. This Ritual, the use of which was permitted, but not formally 
enjoined by the Holy See, was extensively adopted for forty years, when it was superseded by the 
Franciscan Breviary, as the now authorized one may be called, in consequence of a Bull of Pius V. The 
CardinalEs Breviary was drawn up on principles far more agreeable to those on which the Reformation 
was conducted, and apparently with the same mixture of right and wrong in the execution. With a 
desire of promoting the knowledge of Scripture, it showed somewhat of rude dealing with received 
usages, and but a deficient sense of what is improperly called the imaginative part of religion. His object 
was to adapt the Devotions of the Church for private reading, rather than chanting in choir, and so to 
encourage something higher than that almost theatrical style of worship, which, when reverence is 
away, will prevail, alternately with a slovenly and hurried performance, in the performance of Church 
Music. Accordingly he left out the Versicles, Responses, and Texts, which, however suitable in Church, 
yet in private took more time, as he says, to find out in the exiting formularies than to read when found. 
He speaks in his preface expressly of the "perplexus ordo," on which the offices were frames. But his 
great reform was as regards the reading of Scripture. He complains that, whereas it was the ancient rule 
that the Psalms should be read through weekly and the Bible yearly, both practices had been omitted. 
The Ferial of week-day service, had been superseded by the Service for feast days, as being shorter; and 
for that reason every day, even through Lent was turned into a festival. To obviate the temptation which 
led to this irregularity, he made the Ferial Service about the length of that of the old feast day; and he 
found space in these contracted limits for the reading of the Psalms and the whole Bible, except part of 
the Apocalypse, in the week and the year respectively, by omitting the popular legends of the Saints 
which had been substituted for them. He observes, that these compositions had been sometimes 
introduced without any public authority, or sanction of the Popes, merely at the will of individuals. 
Those which he retained, he selected from authors of weight, whether of the Greek or Latin Church. 
Besides, he omitted the Officium Parvum B. M. V., on the ground that there were sufficient services in 
her honour independently of it. In all his reforms he professes to be returning to the practice of 
antiquity; and he made use of the assistance of men versed "in Latin and Greek, in divinity, and the jus 
pontificium." 


This Breviary was published in Rome, A. D. 1536, under the sanction, as has been said, of Paul III. 



However, it was not of a nature to please the divines of an age which had been brought up in the 
practice of the depraved Catholicism then prevalent; and its real faults, as they would appear to be, 
even enabled them to oppose it with justice. The Doctors of the Sorbonne proceeded to censure it as 
running counter in its structure to antiquity and the Fathers; and though they seem at length to have got 
over their objections to it, and various editions at Venice, Antwerp, Lyons, and Paris, showed that it was 
not displeasing to numbers in the Roman Communion, it was at length superseded by the Bull of Pius V. 
establishing the Franciscan Breviary, which had been more or less grown into use in the course of the 
preceding three hundred years. 

This account of Cardinal QuignoniusEs Breviary, and the circumstances under which it was compiled, will 
remind the English reader of the introductory remarks concerning the Service of the Church, prefixed to 
our own Ritual: which he may read more profitably than heretofore, after the above illustrations of their 
meaning. For this reason they shall be here cited: 

"There was never any thing by the will of man so well devised, or so sure established, which in 
continuance of time hath not been corrupted; as, among other things, it may plainly appear by the 
Common Prayers in the Church, commonly called Divine Service. The first original and ground whereof, 
if a man would search out by the Ancient Fathers, he shall find, that the same was not ordained but of a 
good purpose, and for a great advancement of godliness. For they so ordered the matter, that all the 
whole Bible, (or the greatest part thereof,) should be read over once every year; intending thereby, that 
the Clergy, and especially such as were Ministers in the Congregation, should (by often reading and 
meditating on GODES Word) be stirred up to godliness themselves, and be more able to exhort others 
by wholesome doctrine, and to confute them that were adversaries to the truth; and further, that the 
people (by daily hearing of Holy Scripture read in the Church,) might continually profit more and more in 
the knowledge of GOD, and be the more inflamed with the love of His true religion. 

3 But these many years past, this godly and decent order of the ancient Fathers hath been so altered, 
broken, and neglected, by planting in uncertain Stories and Legends, with multitude of Responds, 
Verses, vain Repetitions, Commemorations, and Synodals; that commonly when any book of the Bible 
was begun, after three or four chapters wee read out, all the rest were unread. And in this sort the book 
of Isaiah was begun in Advent, and the book of Genesis in Septuagesima; but they were only begun, and 
never read through. After like sort were other books of Holy Scripture used. And furthermore, 
notwithstanding that the ancient Fathers have divided the Psalms into seven portions, whereof every 
one was called a Nocturn, now late time a few of them have been daily said, and the rest utterly 
omitted. Moreover, the number and hardness of the rules called the Pie, and the manifold changings of 
the service, was the cause, that, to turn the book only was so hard and intricate a matter, that many 
times there was more business to find out what should be read, than to read it when it was found out. 

"These inconveniences therefore considered, here is set forth such an Order, whereby the same shall be 
redressed. And for a readiness in this matter, here is drawn out a Calendar for that purpose, which is 
plain and easy to be understood; wherein (so much as may be) the reading of Holy Scripture is so set 
forth, that all things shall be done in order, without breaking one piece from another. For this cause be 
cut off Anthems, Responds, Invitatories, and such like things as did break the continual course of the 
reading of the Scripture." 

It remains but to enumerate the selections from the Breviary which follow. First has been drawn out, an 
Analysis of the Weekly Service, as well for Sunday as other days. This is followed by an ordinary Sunday 
Service at length, as it runs when unaffected by the occurrence of special feast or season, in order to 
ground the reader, who chooses to pursue the subject, in the course of daily worship as a whole. With 



the same object a Week-day Service has also been drawn out. Two portions of extraordinary Services 
are then added, one from the Service for the Transfiguration, the other for the Festival of St. Laurence, 
with a view of supplying specimens of a more elevated and impressive character. Next follows a design 
for a Service for March 21st, the day on which Bishop Ken was taken from the Church below, and 
another for a Service of thanksgiving and commemoration for the anniversaries of the days of death of 
friends or relations. These have been added, to suggest to individual Christians a means of carrying out 
in private the principle and spirit of these inestimable forms of devotion which are contained in our 
authorized Prayer-Book. The series is closed with an abstract of the Services for every day in Advent, 
fitting on to sections 2 and 3, which contain respectively the types of the Sunday and Week-day Service. 
Except by means of some such extended portion, it is impossible for the reader to understand the 
general structure, and appreciate the harmony of the Breviary. 

Lastly, the writer of these pages feels he shall have to ask indulgence for such chance mistakes, in the 
detail of the following Services, as are sure to occur when an intricate system is drawn out and set in 
order, with no other knowledge of it than is supplied by the necessarily insufficient directions of a 
Rubric. 


Tracts for the Times ON PURGATORY. (Against Romanism.ENo. 3.) [Number 79] 


THE extract from Archbishop UssherEs Answer to a Jesuit, contained in Tract 72, on the subject of the 
ancient Commemorations for the Dead in Christ, may fitly be succeeded by an inquiry as to what degree 
and sort of proof remains for the Roman tenet of Purgatory, after deducting from the evidence those 
usages or statements of the early Church, which are commonly supposed, but, as Ussher shows, 
improperly, to countenance it. UssherEs explanations have had the effect, it is presumed, of cutting 
away the prima facie evidence, on which the doctrine is usually rested; and it now remains to see what 
is left when it is withdrawn. With this view it is proposed in the following pages to draw out in detail the 
evidence alleged by the Romanists in behalf of their belief, with such remarks as may be necessary, in 
order to form a fair estimate of it. A plain statement of the doctrine itself; and of its rise, shall be also 
attempted, as not unseasonable at a time when the strength of Romanism rests in no small degree in its 
opponents mistaking the points in debate, and making or refuting propositions which but indirectly or 
partially bear upon the errors which they desire to combat. 

Before commencing, it is necessary to warn the reader against estimating the magnitude or quality of 
any of those errors by its apparent dimensions in the theory. What seems to be a small deviation from 
correctness in the abstract system, becomes considerable and serious when it assumes a substantive 



form. This is especially the case with all doctrinal discussions, in which the undeveloped germs of many 
diversities of practice and moral character, lie thick together in small compass, and as if promiscuously 
and without essential differences. The highest truths differ from the most miserable delusions by what 
appears to be a few words or letters. The discriminating mark of orthodoxy, the Homoousion, has before 
now been ridiculed, however irrationally, as being identical, all but the letter i, with the heretical symbol 
of the Homoiousion. What is acknowledged in the Arian controversy, must be endured without surprise 
in the Roman, in whatever degree it occurs. We may be taunted as differing from the Romanists only in 
phrases and modes of expression; and we may be taunted, or despised, according to the fate of our 
Divines for three centuries past, as taking a middle, timid, unsatisfactory ground, neither quite agreeing 
nor quite disagreeing with our opponents. We may be charged with dwelling on trifles and niceties, in a 
way inconsistent with plain, manly good sense; but in truth it is not we who are the speculatists, and 
unpractical controversialists, but they who forget that hae nugae seria ducunt in mala. 

But again there is another reason, peculiar to the Roman controversy, which occasions a want of 
correspondence between the appearance presented by the Roman theology in theory, and its 
appearance in practice. The separate doctrines of Romanism are very different, in position, importance, 
and mutual relation, in the abstract, and when developed, applied, and practised. Anatomists tell us that 
the skeletons of the most various animals are formed on the same type; yet the animals are dissimilar 
and distinct, in consequence of the respective differences of their developed proportions. No one would 
confuse between a lion and a bear; yet many of us at first sight would be unable to discriminate 
between their respective skeletons. Romanism in the theory may differ little from our own creed; nay, in 
the abstract type, it might even be identical, and yet in the actual framework, and still further in the 
living and breathing form, it might differ essentially. For instance, the doctrine of Indulgences is, in the 
theory, entirely connected with the doctrine of Penance; that is, it has relation solely to this world, so 
much so that Roman apologists sometimes speak of it without even an allusion to its bearings 
elsewhere: but we know that in practice it is mainly, if not altogether, concerned with the next 
world,Ewith the alleviation of sufferings in Purgatory. 

And further still, as regards the doctrine of Purgatorial suffering, there have been for many ages in the 
Roman Church gross corruptions of its own doctrine, untenable as that doctrine is even by itself. The 
decree of the Council of Trent, which will presently be introduced, acknowledges the fact. Now we 
believe that those corruptions still continue; that Rome has never really set herself in earnest to 
eradicate them. The pictures of Purgatory so commonly seen in countries in communion with Rome, the 
existence of Purgatorian societies, the means of subsistence accruing to the clergy from belief in it, 
afford a strange contrast to the simple wording and apparent innocence of the decree by which it is 
made an article of faith. It is the contrast between poison in its lifeless seed, and the same developed, 
thriving, and rankly luxuriant in the actual plant. 

And lastly, since we are in no danger of becoming Romanists, and may bear to be dispassionate and (I 
may say) philosophical in our treatment of their errors, some passages in the following account of 
Purgatory are more calmly written than would satisfy those who were engaged with a victorious enemy 
at their doors. Yet, whoever be our opponent, Papist or Latitudinarian, it does not seem to be wrong to 
be as candid and conceding as justice and charity allow us. Nor is it unprofitable to weigh accurately 
how much the Romanists have committed themselves in their formal determinations of doctrine, and 
how far by GOD0S merciful providence they had been restrained and overruled; and again how far they 
must retract, in order to make amends to Catholic truth and unity. 
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R 1. STATEMENT OF THE ROMAN DOCTRINE CONCERNING PURGATORY. 

THE Roman doctrine is thus expressed in the Creed of Pope Pius IV. 

Constanter teneo Purgatorium esse, animasque ibi detentas fidelium suffragiis juvari. 

"I hold without wavering that there is a Purgatory, and that souls there detained are aided by the 
suffrages of the faithful." 

The words of this article are taken from the degree of the Council of Trent on the subject, (Sess. 25,) 
which runs as follows: 

"Whereas the Church Catholic, fully instructed by the Holy Ghost, hath from the sacred Scriptures and 
ancient tradition of the Fathers, in sacred Councils, and last of all in this present Oecumenical Synod, 
taught that there is a Purgatory, and that souls there detained are aided by the suffrages of the living, 
and above all by the acceptable sacrifice of the Altar, this holy Synod enjoins on Bishops, to make 
diligent efforts that the sound doctrine concerning Purgatory, handed down from the holy Fathers and 
sacred Councils, be believed, maintained, taught, and everywhere proclaimed by the disciples of Christ. 
At the same time, as regards the uneducated multitude, let the more difficult and subtle questions, such 
as tend not to edification nor commonly increase piety, be excluded from popular discourses. Moreover 
let them disallow the publication and discussion of whatever is uncertain or suspicious; and prohibit 
whatever is of a curious or superstitious nature, or savours of filthy lucre, as the scandals and 
stumbling-blocks of believers. And let them provide, that the suffrages of believers living, that is, the 
sacrifices of masses, prayers, alms, and other works of piety, which believers living are wont to perform 
for other believers dead, be performed according to the rules of the Church, piously and religiously; and 
whatever are due for them from the endowments of testators, or in other way, be fulfilled, not in a 
perfunctory way, but diligently and accurately by the Priests and Ministers of the Church, and others 
who are bound to do this service." 

Such is the Roman doctrine; and taken in the mere letter there is little in it against which we shall be 
able to sustain formal objections. Purgatory is not spoken of at all as a place of pain; it need only mean, 
what its name implies, a place of purification. There is indeed much presumption in asserting definitively 
that there is such a place, and assuredly there is not only presumption, but very great daring and 
uncharitableness in including belief in it, as Pope PiusE Creed goes on to do, among the conditions of 
salvation; but if we could consider it as confined to the mere opinion that that good which is begun on 
earth is perfected in the next world, the tenet would be tolerable. The word "detentas" indeed 
expresses a somewhat stronger idea; yet after all hardly more than that the souls in Purgatory would be 
happier out of it than in it, and that they cannot of their own will leave it; which is not much to grant. 
Further, that the prayers of the living benefit the dead in Christ, is, to say the least, not inconsistent, as 
Ussher shows us, with the primitive belief. So much as to the letter of the decree; but it is not safe to go 
by the letter: on the contrary, we are bound to take the universal and uniform doctrine taught and 
received in the Roman Communion, as the real and true interpreter of words which are in themselves 
comparatively innocent. What that doctrine is, may be gathered from the words of the Catechism of 



Trent, in which the spirit of Romanism, not being bound by the rules which shackle it in the Council, 
speaks out. The account of Purgatory which that formulary supplies, shall here be taken as our text, and 
Cardinal BellarmineEs Defence shall be used as a comment upon it. 


The Catechism then speaks as follows: 

"Est Purgatorius ignis, quo piorum animae ad definitum tempus cruciatae 

expiantur, ut eis in aeternam patriam ingressus patere possit, in quam nillil coiquinatum 
ingreditur."EPart i. De Symb. 5. 

"There is a Purgatorial fire, in which the souls of the pious are tormented for a certain time, and 
cleansed, in order that an entrance may lie open to them into their eternal home, into which nothing 
defiled enters." 

In like manner Bellarmine says, 

"Purgatory is a certain place in which, as if in a prison, souls are purged after this life, which have not 
been fully purged in it, in order, (that is,) that thus purged they may be enabled to enter heaven, which 
nothing defiled shall enter." 

A painful light is at once cast by these comments on the Synodal Decree. "There is a Purgatory" in the 
Decree, is interpreted by Bellarmine "there is a sort of prison;" and by the Catechism, "there is a 
Purgatorial fire." And whereas the Decree merely declares that souls are "detained there," the 
Catechism says they are "tormented and cleansed." Moreover, both the Catechism and Bellarmine imply 
that this is the ordinary mode of attaining heaven, inasmuch as no one scarcely can be considered, and 
no one can be surely known, to leave this world "fully purged;" whereas the Decree speaks vaguely of 
"the souls there." So much at first sight; now to consider the persons with which Purgatory is concerned, 
the sins, condition of souls, place, time, punishment, and remedies; Bellarmine likening it to a career, 
the Catechism saying that the "animae piorum ad definitum tempus cruciatae expiantur purgatorio 
igne." 

1. The Persons who are reserved for Purgatory. 

THE Roman Church holds that Christians or believers only are tenants of Purgatory, as for Christians only 
are offered their prayers, alms, and masses. The question follows whether all Christians ? not all 
Christians, but such as die in GOD'S favour, yet with certain sins unforgiven. Some Christians die simply 
in GOD'S favour with all their sins forgiven; others die out of His favour, as the impenitent, whether 
Christians or not; but others, and that the great majority, die, according to the Romanists, in GOD'S 
favour, yet more or less under the bond of their sins. And so far we may unhesitatingly allow to them, or 
rather we ourselves hold the same, if we hold that after Baptism there is no plenary pardon of sins in 
this life to the sinner, however penitent, such as in Baptism was once vouchsafed to him. If for sins 
committed after Baptism we have not yet received a simple and unconditional absolution, surely 
penitents from this time up to the day of judgment may be considered in that double state of which the 
Romanists speak, their persons accepted, but certain sins uncancelled. Such a state is plainly revealed to 
us in Scripture as a real one, in various passages, to which we appeal as well as the Romanists. Let the 
case of David suffice. On his repentance Nathan said to him, "The Lord also hath put away thy sin; thou 
shalt not die; howbeit, because by this deed thou hast given great occasion to the enemies of the LORD 



to blaspheme, the child also that is born unto thee shall surely die." 2 Sam. xii 13, 14. Here is a 
perspicuous instance of a penitent restored to GOD'S favour at once, yet his sin afterwards visited; and 
it needs very little experience in life to be aware that such punishments occur continually, though no 
one takes them to be an evidence that the sufferer himself is under GOD'S displeasure, but rather 
accounts them punishments even when we have abundant proofs of his faith, love, holiness, and 
fruitfulness in good works. So far then we can not be said materially to oppose the Romanists. They on 
the other hand agree with us in maintaining that CHRIST'S death might, if GOD so willed, be applied for 
the removal even of these specific punishments of sins which they call temporal punishments, as fully as 
it really is for the acceptance of the soul of the person punished, or the removal of eternal punishment. 
Further both parties agree, that in matter of fact it is not so applied; the experience of life shows it; else 
every judgment might be taken as evidence of the person suffering it being under GOD'S wrath. The 
death of the disobedient prophet from Judah would, in that case, prove that he perished eternally, 
which surely would be utterly presumptuous and uncharitable. As far as this then we have no violent 
difference of principle with the Romanists; but at this point we separate from them; they say these 
temporal punishments on sin are inflicted on the faults incurring them, in a certain fixed proportion; 
that every sin of a certain kind bas a definite penalty or price; in consequence, that if it is not fully 
discharged in this life, it must be hereafter; and that Purgatory is the place of discharging it. 

2. The sins for which persons are confined in Purgatory. 

The next question is, what are the sins which are thus punished? not all sins of Christians, for some incur 
an eternal punishment. There are sins, it is maintained, which in themselves merit eternal damnation, 
are directly opposed to love or charity, quench grace, and throw the doer of them out of GOD'S favour. 
These in consequence are called mortal; such as murder, adultery, or blasphemy. Such sins do not lead 
to Purgatory; hell is their portion if unrepented of. But all but these, all but unrepented mortal sins are 
in the case of Christians punished in Purgatory. Of these it follows there are two kinds, sins though 
repented of, and sins though not mortal; concerning which a few words shall be said. 

1. Mortal sins, though repented of, and though the offender cease to be under GOD'S displeasure, yet 
have visibly their own punishment in many cases, as in the instance of David. But the Romanists 
consider that these sins have their penalty assigned to them as if by weight and measure; moreover, 
that we can ourselves take part in discharging it, and by our own act anticipate and supersede GOD'S 
judgment, according to the text: "If we would judge ourselves, we should not be judged." This voluntary 
act on our part is called Penance, and is said to expiate the sin, that is, to wash away its temporal 
effects. Should we die before the full temporal punishment, or satisfaction, has been paid for all our 
mortal sins, we must pay the rest hereafter, i. e. in Purgatory. 

2. Sins which are not mortal, are called venial, and are such as do not quench grace, or run counter to 
love. Bellarmine thus contrasts them: 

"Mortal sins are they which absolutely turn us from GOD, and merit eternal punishment; Venial those 
which somewhat impede our course to Him, but do not turn it, and are with little pains blotted out. The 
former are crimes, the latter sins....Mortal sin is like a deadly wound, which suddenly kills; Venial is a 
slight stroke, which does not endanger life, and is easily healed. The former fights with love, which is the 
soul's life; the latter is rather beside than against love."0De Amiss. Grat. i. 2. 

Venial sin differs from Mortal in two ways, in kind and degree. An idle word, excessive laughter, and the 
like, are sins in kind distinct from perjury or adultery. Again, anger is a venial sin when slight and 
undesigned, but when indulged interferes with love and is mortal; a theft of a large sum may be mortal, 



of a small venial. 


Venial sins, being such, are considered by Romanists not to deserve so much as eternal punishment,0to 
be pardonable not merely by an express and immediate act of GOD0S mercy, or again through the virtue 
of our state of regeneration, but to be intrinsically venial, to offend GOD, but not so as to alienate Him. 
They rest this doctrine upon such passages as the following: "Sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth 
death," James i. 15.; therefore, before it is finished or perfected, it has no such fearful power. Still they 
say it requires some punishment; which it receives in the next world, should it not receive it in this, that 
is, in Purgatory. 

Such then are the sins of GOD'S true servants, penitent believers, for which, according to the Romanists, 
they suffer in Purgatory; mortal sins repented of, and those sins of infirmity which befall them so 
continually and so secretly, that they cannot repent of them specifically if they would, and which do not 
deserve eternal punishment, though they do not. They consider the Purgatorial punishment of venial 
sins to be meant by the Apostle, when he speaks of those who, building on the true foundation "wood, 
bay, and stubble," are "saved so as by fire;" and the punishment for mortal sins, in our SAVIOUR'S 
declaration that certain prisoners shall not go out till they have "paid the very last mite." Luke xii. 59. It 
may be added, that Martyrdom is supposed to be a full expiation of whatever guilt of sin still rests on 
the Christian undergoing it; and therefore to stand instead of Purgatory. Martyrs then are at once 
admitted to the Beatific Vision, which is the privilege in which Purgatory terminates. 

From this account of the inmates of Purgatory, and the causes why they are there detained, we gather 
what has already been hinted, that the one main or rather sole reason of the appointment, is a 
satisfaction to GOD0S justice. The persons concerned are believers destined for bliss eternal; but before 
they pass on from earth to heaven, the course of their existence is, as it were, suspended, and they are 
turned aside to discharge a debt; how they effect it, or in what length of time, or with what effect on 
themselves, being questions as beside the mark, as if they were used with reference to the payment of a 
charge in worldly matters. It is an appointment altogether without bearing upon their moral character 
or eternal prospects; and after it is over, is wiped out as though it had never been. 

3. The moral condition of souls in Purgatory. 

Bellarmine well illustrates the supposed mental state of believers while in Purgatory by comparing them 
to travellers who come up to a fortified town after nightfall, and have to wait at the gates till the 
morning. Such persons have come to the end of their journey; they are not on the way, they have 
attained; they are sure of admittance, which is a matter of time only. Accordingly the Romanists hold 
that souls in Purgatory be come neither better or worse, neither sin nor add to their good works; they 
are one and all perfect in love, and ready for heaven, were it not for this debt, which hangs about them 
as so much rust or dross, and cannot be purged away except by certain appointed external remedies. 
They support this view of the stationary condition of the soul in Purgatory by such texts as, the 
following: "The night cometh, when no man can work." "Where the tree falls, there it shall be." "We 
must all appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, that every one may receive the things done in his 
body." John ix. 4. Eccles. xi. 3. 2 Cor. v. 10. 

Next, with the exception of some few theologians, they consider that souls in Purgatory are comforted 
with the assurance that their eternal happiness is secured to them. Their state in consequence is thus 
described by Bellarmine (ii. 4.). 

"You will object that they may be in doubt whether they are in hell or in purgatory. Not so; for in hell 
GOD is blasphemed, in Purgatory He is praised; in hell there is neither habit of faith, nor hope, nor love 



of GOD, in Purgatory all of these. A soul then which shall understand that it hopes in GOD, praises and 
loves GOD, will clearly know it is not in hell. But perhaps it will fear it is to be sent to hell, though not 
there yet; neither can this be, for the same faith remains in it, which it had here. Here it believed 
according to the plain word of Scripture, that after death none can become of good bad, or of bad good, 
and none but the bad are to be sent into hell. When then it perceives that it loves God, and is therefore 
good, it will not fear damnation." 

4. The place and tame of Purgatory. 

On this subject the Church has not formally determined any thing; but the common opinion of the 
Schoolmen is that it is one of four prisons or receptacles, which are situated in the heart of the earth, 
Hell for the damned, the Limbus Puerorum for children dying without Baptism, the Limbus Patrum for 
the just who died before the passion of CHRIST, and who since that time have all been transferred from 
it to heaven, and Purgatory for believers under punishment. In other words, whereas all punishment is 
either for a time or eternal, either positive (poena sensus), or negative (poena damni), that of good men 
before CHRISTES coming, was the poena damna, or absence of GOD0S light and joy for a time, that of 
unbaptized infants is the poena damni for ever, that of Purgatory the poena sensus for a time, that of 
Hell the poena sensus for ever. To these some Romanists have added a fifth, that is, of faithful souls, 
who without being yet admitted into heaven, are yet secured against all pain; but these according to 
Bellarmine, as at least enduring the poena damni, are to be considered in Purgatory, though in the most 
tolerable place in it, as being but in the condition of the old Fathers before CHRIST came. 

The time of Purgatory depends of course upon the state of the debt which is to be liquidated in each 
case, and varies consequently with the individual. Martyrs, as has been above stated, are supposed to 
satisfy it in the very act of Martyrdom, others will not be released till the day of judgment. Again, the 
period of suffering depends upon the exertions of survivors, by prayers, alms, and masses, which have 
power not only to relieve but to shorten the pain. 

5. The nature of the Punishment. 


Here the Roman Church has defined nothing; its catechism, as we have seen, and its theologians in 
accordance, consider it to be material fire, but in the Council of Florence, the Greeks would not do more 
than subscribe to the existence of Purgatory; they denied that the punishment was fire; the question 
accordingly remains open, that is, it is not determined either way de fide. The difficulty, how elementary 
fire or any thing of a similar nature can affect the disembodied soul, is paralleled by St. Austin by the 
mystery of the union of soul and body. 

The pains of Purgatory are considered to be horrible and far exceeding any in this life; "Poenas 
Purgatorii esse atrocissimas; et cum illis nullas poenas hujus vitae comparandas, docent constanter 
Patres," says Bellarmine (ii. 14.), and proceeds to refer to Austin, Pope Gregory, Bede, Anselm, and 
Bernard. Yet on this point theologians differ. Some consider the chief misery to consist in the poena 
damni, or absence of GOD0S presence, which to holy souls, understanding and desiring it, would be as 
intolerable as extreme thirst or hunger to the body; and in this way seem to put all purgatorial pain on a 
level, or rather assign the greater pain to the more spiritually minded. Others consider the poena damni 
to be alleviated by the certainty of heaven and of the continually lessening term of their punishment. 
With them then the poena sensus, or the fire, is the chief source of torment, which admits of degrees 
according to the will of GOD. 



6. The efficacy of the suffrages of the Church. 


By suffrages are meant, co-operations of the living with the dead; prayers, masses, and works, such as 
alms, pilgrimages, fastings, &c. These aids which individuals can supply, alms, prayers, &c., only avail 
when offered by good persons; for he who is not accepted himself, cannot do acceptable service for 
another. Moreover these aids may be directed either to the benefit of all souls in Purgatory 
indiscriminately, or specially to the benefit of a certain soul in particular. There is one other means of 
escaping the penalties due to sin in Purgatory, which may briefly be mentioned, viz. by the grant of 
indulgences; these are dispensed on the following theory. Granting that a certain fixed temporal penalty 
attached to every act of sin, in such case, it would be conceivable that, as the multitude of Christians did 
not discharge their total debt in this life, so some extraordinarily holy men might more than discharge it. 
Such are the Prophets, Apostles, Martyrs, Ascetics, and the like, who have committed few sins, and have 
undergone extreme labours and sufferings, voluntary or involuntary. This being supposed, the question 
rises, what becomes of the overplus; and then there seems a fitness that what is not needed for 
themselves, should avail for their brethren who are still debtors. It is accordingly stored, together with 
CHRISTES merits, in a kind of treasure house, to be dispensed according to the occasion, and that at the 
discretion of the Church. The application of this treasure is called an Indulgence, which stands instead of 
a certain time of penance in this life, or for the period, whatever it be, to which that time is commuted 
in Purgatory. In this way, the supererogatory works of the Saints are supposed to go in payment of the 
debts of ordinary Christians. 

R 2. PROOF OF THE ROMAN DOCTRINE CONCERNING PURGATORY. 

1. Proofs from supernatural appearances. 

THE argumentative ground, on which the belief in Purgatory was actually introduced, would seem to lie 
in the popular stories of apparitions witnessing to it. Not that it rose in consequence of them historically, 
or that morally it was founded on them; only that when persons came to ask themselves why they 
received it, this was the ultimate ground of evidence on which the mind fell back; viz. the evidence of 
miracles, not of Scripture, or of the Fathers. 

Bellarmine enumerates it as one of the confirmatory arguments. With this view he refers in particular to 
some relations of Gregory of Tours, A.D. 573; of Pope Gregory, A.D. 600; of Bede, A.D. 700; of Peter 
Damiani, A.D. 1057; of St. Bernard, A.D. 1100, and of St. Anselm, A.D. 1100. The dates are worth 
noticing, if it be true, as is here assumed, that such supernatural accounts as then were put forth, are 
really the argument on which the doctrine was and is received; for it would thence appear, first that the 
doctrine was not taught as divine before the end of the sixth century, next that when it was propagated, 
it was so on an (alleged) new revelation. The following miraculous narratives are found in a Protestant 
Selection from Roman writers, published in 1688, and entitled "Purgatory proved by Miracles." 

"St. Gregory, the great, writes that the soul of Paschasius appeared to St. Germanus, and testified to 
him, that he was freed from the pains of Purgatory for his prayers. 

"When the same St. Gregory was abbot of his Monastery, a monk of his, called Justus, now dead, 
appeared to another monk, called Copiosus, and advertized him, that he had been freed from the 
torments of Purgatory, by thirty Masses, which Pretiosus, Prefect of the Monastery by the order of St. 
Gregory, had said for his soul, as is recounted in his life. 

"St. Gregory of Tours writes of a holy damsel, called Vitaliana, that she appeared to St. Martin, and told 
him she had been in Purgatory for a venial sin which she had committed, and that she had been 



delivered by the prayers of the Saint. 


"Peter Damiani writes, that St. Severin appeared to a clergyman, and told him, that he had been in 
Purgatory, for not having said the Divine Service at due hours, and that afterwards GOD had delivered 
him, and carried him to the company of the blessed. 

"St. Bernard writes, that St. Malachy freed his sister from the pains of Purgatory by his prayers; and that 
the same sister had appeared unto him, begging of him that relief and favour. 

"And St. Bernard himself by his intercession freed another, who had suffered a whole year the pains of 
Purgatory; as William, Abbot, writes in his life."0Flowers Of the Lives of the Saints, p. 830. 

These instances among others are adduced by Bellarmine; and he adds, "plura similia legi possunt apud, 
&c.sed quae attulimus, sunt magis authentica."0i. 11. 

2. Proofs from the Old and New Testaments. 

Bellarmine adduces the following texts from the Old and New Testaments; in doing which he must not 
be supposed to mean, that each of them contains in itself the evidence of its relevancy and 
availableness, or could be understood without some authoritative interpretation; only, if it is asked, "is 
Purgatory the doctrine of Holy Scripture, and where?" he would answer, that in matter of fact it as 
taught in the following passages, according to the explanations of them found in various writers of 
consideration. 

1. 2 Macc. xii. 42045. "Besides that noble Judas exhorted the people to keep themselves from sin, 
forsomuch as they saw before their eyes the things that came to pass for the sins of those that were 
slain. And when he had made a gathering throughout the company to the sum of two thousand drachms 
of silver, he sent it to Jerusalem, to offer a sin offering, doing therein very well and honestly, in that he 
was mindful of the Resurrection; for if he had not hoped that they that were slain should have risen 
again, it had been superfluous and vain to pray for the dead. And also, in that he perceived that there 
was great favour laid up for those that died godly, it was an holy and good thought. Whereupon he 
made a reconciliation for the dead, that they might be delivered from sin." 

2. Tob. iv. 17. "Pour out thy bread on the burial of the just, but give nothing to the wicked;" that is, at 
the burial of the just, give alms; which were given to gain for them the prayers of the poor. 

3. 1 Sam. xxxi. 13. "And they took their bones," [of Saul and his sons,] "and buried them under a tree at 
Jabesh, and fasted seven days." Vid. also 2 Sam. i. 12. iii. 35. This fasting was an offering for their souls. 

4. Ps. xxxviii. 1. "0 Lord, rebuke me not in Thy wrath; neither chasten me in Thy hot displeasure." By 
wrath is meant Hell; by hot displeasure, Purgatory. 

5. Ps. Ixvi. 12. "We went through fire and through water, but Thou broughtest us out into a wealthy 
place," (refrigerium.) Water is Baptism; fire is Purgatory. 

6. Is. iv. 4. "When the Lord shall have washed away the filth of the daughters of Zion, and shall have 
purged the blood of Jerusalem from the midst thereof, by the spirit of judgment and by the spirit of 
burning." 

7. Is. ix. 18. "Wickedness burneth as the fire; it shall devour the briars and thorns." 




8. Mic.vii. 8,9. "Rejoice not against me, 0 mine enemy; when I fall, I shall arise; when I sit in darkness, 
the Lord shall be a light unto me. I will bear the indignation of the Lord, because I have sinned against 
Him, until He plead my cause, and execute judgment for me: He will bring me forth to the light, and I 
shall behold His righteousness." 

9. Zech. ix. 11. "As for Thee also, by the blood of Thy covenant, I have sent forth Thy prisoners out of the 
pit, wherein is no water." This text is otherwise taken to refer to the Limbus Patrum. 

10. Mai. iii. 3. "He shall sit as a refiner and purifier of silver; and He shall purify the sons of Levi, and 
purge them as gold and silver," &c. 

From the New Testament he adduces the following texts: 

1. Matt. xii. 32. "Whosoever speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this 
world, neither in the world to come:" that means, "neither in Purgatory," for in hell the very supposition 
of forgiveness is excluded. 

2.1 Cor. iii. 15. "He himself shall be saved; yet so as by fire." 

3. I Cor. xv. 29. "Else what shall they do, which are baptized" i.e. who undergo the baptism of tears and 
humiliation, who pray, fast, give alms, &c. "for the dead, if the dead rise not at all?" 

4. Matt. v. 25, 26.0Luke xii. 58, 59. "Agree with thine adversary quickly, whilst thou art in the way with 
him; lest at any time the adversary deliver thee to the judge, and the judge deliver thee to the officer, 
and thou be cast into prison. Verily, I say unto thee, thou shalt by no means come out thence, till thou 
hast paid the uttermost farthing." By the way, is meant this present life; by the adversary, the Law; by 
the Judge, our Saviour; by the officer, or executioner, the Angels; by the prison, Purgatory. 

5. Matt. v. 22. "Whosoever is angry with his brother with out a cause, shall be in danger of the 
judgment; and whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the Council; but 
whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire." Here are three kinds of punishments 
spoken of Hell belongs to the next world; therefore also do the other two. Hence there are in the next 
world, besides eternal punishment, punishments short of eternal. 

6. Luke xvi. 9. "Make to yourselves friends of the mammon of unrighteousness, that, when ye fail, they 
may receive you into everlasting habitations." To fail, is to die; the friends are the Saints in glory, and 
they receive us, i.e. from Purgatory, in consequence of their prayers. 

7. Luke xxiii. 42. "Lord, remember me, when Thou comest into Thy kingdom." That is, there is a 
remembrance and a remission of sin, not only in this life, but after it, in ChristEs future kingdom. 

8. Acts ii. 24. "Whom God hath raised up, having loosed the pains of death (inferi); because it was not 
possible that He should be-holden of it." Christ Himself was released from no pains on being raised, nor 
were the ancient Fathers in the Limbus, nor were lost souls released at all. Therefore the pains which 
God loosed, were those of souls in Purgatory. 

9. Phil. ii. 10. "That at the name of Jesus, every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in 
earth, and things under the earth." Vid. also Rev. v. 3. "And no man in heaven, nor in earth, neither 
under the earth, was able to open the book, neither to look thereon." 

Now as to many of these texts, we who have not been educated in the belief of Purgatory, may well 



wonder how they come to be enlisted in support of Purgatory at all. This may be explained in some such 
way as the following,Ewhich may be of use in helping us to understand the state of mind under which 
the Romanists view them. It is obvious, as indeed has been already remarked, that they do not of 
themselves prove the doctrine, nor are they chosen by Bellarmine himself, but given on the authority of 
writers of various times. Could indeed competent evidence be brought from other quarters, that the 
doctrine really was true and Apostolical, we should not unreasonably have believed that some of them 
did allude to it; especially if writers of name, who might speak from tradition, so considered. We could 
not have taken upon ourselves to say at first sight that it certainly was not contained in them, only we 
should have waited for evidence that it was. Some of the texts in question are obscure, and seem to 
desiderate a meaning; and so far it is a sort of gain when they have any meaning assigned them, as 
though they were unappropriated territory which the first comer might seize. Again, the coincidence of 
several of them in one and the same mode of expression, implies that they have a common drift, 
whatever that drift is,0that there is something about them which seems to have reference to secrets 
untold to man. Amid these dim and broken lights, the text in the Apocrypha first quoted, comes as if to 
combine and steady them. All this is said by way of analysing how it is that such a class of texts, though 
of so little cogency critically, has that influence with individuals, which it certainly sometimes has. The 
reason seems to be that the doctrine of Purgatory professes to interpret texts which GodEs word has 
left in obscurity. Yet, whatever be the joint force of such arguments from Scripture, in favor of the 
doctrine, it vanishes surely, at once and altogether, before one single clear text, such as the following: 
"Blessed are the dead which die in the Lord, from henceforth; yea, saith the Spirit, that they may rest 
from their labours." Or again, if any one is destined to endure Purgatory for the temporal punishment of 
sins, one should think it would be persons circumstanced as the thief on the cross,Ea dying penitent; yet 
to him it is expressly said, "Verily I say unto thee, to day shalt thou be with me in Paradise." 

3. Proofs from Antiquity. 

After Scripture, Bellarmine brings the testimony of early Churches in Council, as follows: 

1. The African Church: "Let the Altar Sacrament be celebrated fasting; if, however, there be any 
Commendation of the Dead made in the afternoon, let prayers only be used."EConc. Carth. IV. c. 79. 

2. The Spanish enjoins that suicides should not be prayed for, &c.EConc. Bracar. I. c. 39. 

3. The Gallic: "It has seemed fit, that in all celebrations of the Eucharist, the Lord should be interceded 
with in a suitable place in Church, for the spirits of the dead."EConc. Cabilon. 

4. The German defines, (Cone. Wormat. c. 10.) that prayers and offerings should be made even for those 
who are executed. 

5. The Italic declares (Cone. VI. under Symmachus) that it is sacrilege to defraud the souls of the dead of 
prayer, &c. 

6. The Greek in like manner. 

Moreover, the Liturgies of St. James, St. Basil, &c. all contain prayers for the dead. Now these professed 
instances are here enumerated in order to show how plainly and entirely they fall short of the point to 
be proved. Not one of them implies the doctrine of Purgatory; or goes beyond the doctrine which 
Archbishop Ussher (vide Tract 72.) has shown to have existed in the early Church, that the Saints 
departed were not at once in their full happiness, and that prayers benefited them. One of these 
instances indeed is somewhat remarkable, the allowing prayers for malefactors executed; but all were 



the subject of prayer who were not excluded from hope, and malefactors are, even by us, admitted to 
Holy Communion, and are allowed the Burial Service. To pray for them was merely the expression of 
hope. 

Next, Bellarmine appeals to the Fathers, of whom I shall only cite those within the first five hundred 
years; viz. Tertullian, Cyprian, Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory Nazianzen, Ambrose, Jerome, 
Chrysostom, Paulinus, Augustine, Theodoret, and one or two others. Now in order to keep the point in 
controversy clearly in view, let it be recollected that we are not disputing the existence in the Ritual of 
the Church, of the custom of praying for the dead in Christ; but why prayer was offered was a question 
in dispute, a point unsettled by any Catholic tradition, but variously treated by various Doctors at various 
times. There is no thing contrary to the genius of religion, natural and revealed, that duties should be 
prescribed, yet the reasons for them not told us, as Bishop Butler has abundantly showed; and the 
circumstance that the ancients do agree in the usage, but differ as to the reasons, shows that the 
reasons were built upon the usage, not the usage on the reasons. And while this variety of opinions in 
the early Church, as to the meaning of the usage, forfeits for any one of these any claim to be 
considered apostolical, of course it deprives the doctrine of Purgatory of authority inclusively, even 
supposing for argumentEs sake it was received by some early writers as true. Purgatory is but a violent 
hypothesis to give meaning to a usage, for which other hypotheses short of it and very different from it, 
and equally conjectural with it, may be assigned, nay, and were assigned before it, and far more 
extensively. Let it be remembered then, when the following list of passages, professedly in behalf of 
Purgatory, is read, that, what we have to look for, is, not evidence of a certain usage, which we grant did 
exist, but of an opinion, of a particular opinion explaining it; not of Prayer for the dead simply, nor of the 
opinion that Prayer for the dead profits, but that such Prayer is intended and tends to rescue them from 
a state of suffering. Further what we look for is not the testimony of one or two writers to the truth of 
this opinion, even if one or two could be brought, but an agreement of all in its favour. If however it be 
said that the usage of Prayer in itself tends to the doctrine of Purgatory, I answer, that so far from it, in 
its primitive form it included prayers for the Virgin Mary and Apostles, which while retained were an 
indirect but forcible standing witness against the doctrine. 

Tertullian, in his de Corona, R 3. speaks of "oblationes pro defunctis," offerings for the dead. 

Again, "Let her" [the widow] "pray for the soul of" [her deceased husband] "and ask for him a place of 
refreshment in the interval before the judgment, and a fellowship in the first resurrection, and let her 
offer on the anniversary of his falling to sleep."EDe Monogam. R 10. Vid. also de Pudicit. 

Cyprian. "The Bishops our predecessors . . . decreed that no one dying should nominate clerics as 
guardians or executors, and if any one had done this, no offering should be made for him, or sacrifice 
celebrated for his sleeping well."EEpist. i. 9. et infra. 

Eusebius (vid. Constant, iv.) says that Constantine had wished to be buried in a frequented Church, in 
order to have the benefit of many prayers. On his death they offered the Holy Eucharist over his 
remains. 

Cyril of Jerusalem. "We pray for all our community who are dead, believing that this is the greatest 
benefit to those souls for whom the offering is made."EMystagog. 5. 

Gregory Nazianzen. "Let us commend to GOD our own souls, and the souls of those who, as men more 
advanced on the same road, have arrived before us at their resting place."EOrat. in Caesar, fin. 

Ambrose. "Therefore she is, I think, not so much to be lamented as to be followed with your prayers; 



she is not to be mourned over with your tears, but rather her soul is to be commended to God by your 
oblations."EEp. ii. 8. ad Faustinum. Vid. also de ob. Theod., &c. &c. 

Jerome. "Other husbands scatter on their wives' graves violets, roses, lilies, and purple flowers; but our 
Pammachius waters her holy ashes and reverend relics with the balsams of almsgiving; with such 
embellishments and perfumes he honours the sleeping remains, knowing what is written, ' As water 
quenches fire, so doth alms sin."'IMd Pammach. 

Chrysostom. "The dead is aided not by tears, but by prayers, by supplications, by almsEL.Let us not 
weary in giving aid to the dead, offering prayers for them."0Hom. 41. in 1. ad Cor. 

Again. "Not without purpose has it been ordained by the Apostles, that in the awful Mysteries a 
commemoration should be made of the dead; for they know that thence much gain accrues to them; 
much advantage."0Hom. 69. ad pop. Vid. also Horn. 32. in Matt. In Joan. Horn. 84. In Philipp. 3. In Act 
Apost. 21. 

Paulinus, writing to Delphinus, Bishop of Bordeaux: "Do thy diligence that he may be granted to thee, 
and that from the least of thy sacred fingers the dews of refreshment may sprinkle his soul." 

Augustine. "We read in the book of Maccabees that sacrifice was offered for the dead; but, though it 
were not even found in the old Scriptures, the authority of the universal Church is not slight, which is 
explicit as to this custom viz. that in the Priests' prayers which are offered to the LORD GOD at His altar, 
the commendation of the dead is included."EDe Cur. pro mortuis. c. ii. et alibi. 

Theodoret (Hist. v. 26.) mentions that Theodosius the younger fell down at the tomb of St. John 
Chrysostom, and prayed for lhe souls of his parents, then dead, Arcadius and Eudoxia. 

Isidore. "Unless the Church Catholic believed that sins are remitted to the dead in Christ, she would not 
do alms or offer sacrifice to GOD for their spirits. 1 "EDe off. div. i. 18. 

Gregory the Great. "Much profiteth souls even after death the sacred oblation of the lifegiving Sacrifice, 
so that the souls of the dead themselves sometimes seem to ask for it."0Dial. iv. 55. 

Again: "They who are not weighed down by grievous sins, are profited after death by burial in the 
Church, because that their relatives, whenever they come to the same sacred places, remember their 
own kin whose tombs they behold, and pray to the LORD for them." 

It is evident that the above passages go no way to prove the point in debate, being nothing more in fact 
than Ussher allows to be found in the early Fathers. They contain the musings of serious minds feeling a 
mystery, and attempting to solve it, at least by conjecture. They state that prayers benefit the dead in 
Christ, but how is either not mentioned, or vaguely, or hesitatingly, or discordantly. Accordingly, 
Bellarmine begins anew, and draws out a series of authorities for the doctrine of Purgatory expressly; 
and this certainly demands our attention more than the former. It contains such as the following:!?] 

For instance, Origen says that "he who is saved, is saved by fire, that if he has any alloy of lead, the fire 
may melt and separate it, that all may become pure gold."0Hom. 6. in Exod. 

Tertullian speaks of our being "committed into the prison beneath, which will detain us till every small 
offence is expiated, during the delay of the resurrection."0De Anim. 17. 

Cyprian contrasts the being purged by torment in fire, and by martyrdom.EEpist. iv. 2. 



Gregory Nazianzen speaks of the last Baptism being "one of fire, not only more bitter, but longer than 
the first Baptism."E In Sancta lum. circ. fin. 

Ambrose speaks of our being "saved through faith, as if through fire," which will be a trial under which 
grievous sinners will fall, while others will pass safe through it.EIn Ps. xxxvi. 

Basil speaks of the "Purgatorial fire," in cap. ix. Isa. 

Gregory Nyssen, of "our recovering our lost happiness by prayer and religiousness in this life, or after 
death by the purgatorial fire."EOrat. pro Mort. Elsewhere too he speaks of the Purgatorial fire. 

Eusebius Emissenus uses such determined words, as to require quoting. "This punishment under the 
earth will await those, who, having lost instead of preserving their Baptism, will perish for ever; whereas 
those who have done deeds calling for temporal punishments, shall pass over the fiery river and that 
fearful water the drops of which are fire." 

Hilary declares that we have to undergo "that ever-living fire, which is a punishment of the soul in 
cleansing of sin."ESIn Ps. cxviii. Lactantius speaks to the same effect.EDiv. Inst. vii. 21. 

Jerome contrasts the eternal torments of the devil, and of atheists and infidels, with "the judgment 
tempered with mercy, of sinners and ungodly men, yet Christian, whose works are to be tried purified in 
the fire."Sin fin. comment, in Is. In another place in a like contrast he speaks of Christians, if overtaken in 
a fault, being saved after punishment.ELib. i. in Pelag. 

Augustine has various passages in point, such as Civ. Dei xxi. 24, where speaking of believers who die 
with lighter sins, he says, "It is certain that these being purified before the day of judgment by means of 
temporal punishment, which their souls suffer, are not to be given over to eternal fire." Pope Gregory 
the first expresses the same doctrine, as do some others. 

These instances are at first sight to the point, and demand serious consideration. Yet there is nothing in 
them really to alarm the inquirer whither he is being carried. I say this, that no one may be surprised at 
the deliberateness and over-patience with which I may seem to loiter over the explanation of them. 
First, then, let it be observed, were they ever so strong in favour of something more than we believe, it 
does not therefore follow that they take that very view which the Romanists take, nay, it does not 
necessarily follow that they take any one view at all, or agree with each other. Now it so happens 
neither the one or the other of these suppositions is true as regards those passages, though they ought 
both to hold, if the Roman doctrine is to be satisfactorily maintained. These Fathers, whatever they 
teach, do not teach Purgatory, they do not teach any one view at all on the subject. Romanists consider 
Purgatory to be an article of faith, necessary to be believed in order to salvation; or in Bellarmine's 
words, "Purgatory is an article of faith, so that he who disbelieves its existence, will never have 
experience of it, but will be tormented in hell with everlasting fire." Now it can only be an article of faith, 
supposing it is held by Antiquity, and that unanimously. For such things only are we allowed to maintain, 
as come to us from the Apostles; and that only (ordinarily speaking) has evidence of so originating, 
which is witnessed by a number of independent witnesses in the early Church. We must have the 
unanimous "consent of Doctors," as an assurance that the Apostles have spoken; and much less can we 
tolerate their actual disagreement, in a case where unanimity was promised us. Now as regards 
Purgatory, not only are early writers silent as to the modern view of Rome, but they do not agree with 
each other; which proves they knew little more about the matter than ourselves, whatever they might 
conjecture; that they possessed no Apostolic Tradition, only at most entertained floating opinions on the 
subject. Nay, it is obvious, if we wished to believe them, we could not; for what is it we are to believe? 



If, as I shall show, various writers speak various things, which of their statements is to be taken? If this or 
that, it is but the language of an individual: if all of them at once, a doctrine results, discordant in its 
details, and in general outline, if it have any, vague and imperfect at the best. 

Now as to the passages quoted by Bellarmine, it will be observed that in the number are extracts from 
the works of Origen, St. Ambrose, St. Hilary, St. Jerome, and Lactantius. He introduces the list with these 
words, "Sunt apertassima loca in Patribus, ubi asserunt Purgatorium, quorum pauca quaedam afferam," 
i. 10. "There are most perspicuous passages in the Fathers, in which they assert Purgatory, of which I will 
adduce some few." Will it be believed that in his second book these Fathers, nay, for the most part the 
very extracts, which he has given in proof of the doctrine, are enumerated as at variance with it, and 
mistaken in their notion of it? He quotes a passage of Origen, (not the same) the very same two 
passages from St. Ambrose, the very same passage from St. Hilary, the very same from Lactantius, and a 
passage (not the same) from St. Jerome. Then he says, "Haec sententia, accepta ut sonat, manifestum 
errorem continet; for" (he proceeds) "it is defined in the Council of Florence, &c." ii. 1. Next he observes, 
"Adde, quod Patres adducti, Origene excepto videntur sano modo intelligi posse." At length, after he has 
given the two most favourable explanations assignable to their words, he adds of one of the two, "Sane 
hanc sententiam [quae docet omnes transituros per ignem, licet non omnes laedendi sint ab igne] nec 
auderem pro vera asserere, nec ut errorem improbare." "The only alleviation of this strange 
inconsistency," says a work which has recently appeared, "is that he quotes not the very same sentences 
both for and against his Church, but adjoining ones." The work referred to, thus comments on 
Bellarmine's conduct, as throwing light upon the state of feeling under which Romanists engage in 
controversy. "A Romanist," the writer says, "cannot really argue in defence of his doctrines. He has too 
firm a confidence in their truth, if he is sincere in his profession, to enable him critically to adjust the due 
weight to be given to this or that evidence. He assumes his Church's conclusion as true; and the facts or 
witnesses he adduces, are rather brought to receive an interpretation than to furnish a proof. His 
highest aim is to show the mere consistency of his theory, its possible adjustment, with the records of 
antiquity. I am not here inquiring how much of high but misdirected moral feeling is implied in this state 
of mind; certainly as we advance in perception of the truth, we all of us become less fitted to be 
controversialists. If this, however, be a true explanation of Bellarmine's strange error, the more it tends 
to exculpate him, the deeper it criminates his system. He ceases to be chargeable with unfairness, only 
in proportion as the notion of the infallibility of Rome is admitted to be the sovereign and engrossing 
tenet of his communion, the foundation stone, or (as it may be called) the fulcrum of its theology. I 
consider then, that when he first adduces the aforementioned Fathers in proof of Purgatory, he was 
really but interpreting them; he was teaching what they ought to mean, what in charity they must be 
supposed to mean, what they might mean as far as the very words went, probably meant considering 
the Church so meant, and might be taken to mean, even if their authors did not so mean, from the 
notion that they spoke vaguely, and, as children, really meant something besides what they formally 
said, and that after all, they were but the spokesmen of the then existing Church, which, though silent, 
held the same doctrine which Rome has since defined and published. This is to treat Bellarmine with the 
same charity with which he has on this supposition treated the Fathers, and it is to be hoped, with a 
nearer approach to the matter of fact. So much as to his first use of them; but afterwards, in noticing 
what he considers erroneous opinions on this subject, he treats them, not as organs of the Church 
infallible, but as individuals, and interprets their language by its literal sense or by the context....How 
hopeless then is it to contend with Romanists, as if they practically agreed to our foundation, however 
much they pretend to it! Ours is antiquity: theirs the existing Church. Its infallibility is their first principle; 
belief in it is a deep prejudice, quite beyond the reach of any thing external. It is quite clear that the 
combined testimonies of all the Fathers, supposing such a case, would not have a feather's weight 
against a decision of the Pope in Council, nor would matter at all, except for their sakes who had by 



anticipation opposed it. They consider that the Fathers ought to mean what Rome has since decreed, 
and that Rome knows their meaning better than they themselves did. That venturesome Church has 
usurped their place, and thinks it merciful, only not to banish outright the rivals she has dethroned. By 
an act, as it were, of grace she has determined, that, when they contradict her, though of no authority 
yet, as living in times of ignorance, they are not guilty of heresy but are only heterodox; and she keeps 
them around her, to ask their advice when it happens to agree with her own. 

"Let us then understand the position of the Romanists towards us; they do not really argue from the 
Fathers, though they seem to do so. They may affect to do so on our behalf, happy if by an innocent 
stratagem they are able to convert us; but all the while in their own feelings, they are taking a far higher 
position. They are teaching, not disputing or proving. They are interpreting what is obscure in antiquity, 
purifying what is alloyed, correcting what is amiss, perfecting what is incomplete, harmonizing what is 
various. They claim and use all its documents as ministers and organs of that one infallible Church, which 
once forsooth kept silence, but since has spoken, which by a divine gift must ever be consistent with 
itself, and which bears with it its own evidence of divinity." 

Leaving Bellarmine then, let us proceed to inquire what the opinion of the Fathers in the foregoing 
passages really is. 

R 3. HISTORY OF THE RISE OF THE DOCTRINE OF PURGATORY, 

AND OPINIONS IN THE EARLY CHURCH CONCERNING IT. 

The argumentative ground of the doctrine of Purgatory as far as the Infallibility of the Church has not 
superseded any, has ever been, I conceive, the report of miracles and visions attesting it; but the 
historical origin is to be sought elsewhere, viz. in the anxious conjectures of the human mind about its 
future destinies, and the apparent coincidences of these with certain obscure texts of Scripture 

These may be supposed to have operated as follows; as described in the work already cited. "HOW 
ALMIGHTY GOD will deal with the mass of Christians, who are neither very good nor very bad, is a 
problem with which we are not concerned, and which it is our wisdom and may be our duty, to put from 
our thoughts. But, when it has once forced itself upon the mind, we are led in self-defence, with a view 
of keeping ourselves from dwelling, unhealthily on particular cases, which come under our experience 
and perplex us, to imagine modes, not by which GOD does, (for that would be presumptuous to 
conjecture,) but by which he may solve the difficulty. Most men to our apprehensions, are too unformed 
in religious habits either for heaven or for hell, yet there is no middle state when CHRIST comes to 
judgment. In consequence it is obvious to have recourse to the interval before His coming, as a time 
during which this incompleteness might be remedied; a season, not of changing the spiritual bent and 
character of the soul departed, whatever that be, for probation ends with mortal life, but of developing 
it in a more determinate form, whether of good or of evil. Again, when the mind once allows itself to 
speculate, it will discern in such a provision a means, whereby those, who not without true faith at 
bottom yet have committed great crimes, or those who have been carried off in youth while still 
undecided, or who die after a barren though not an immoral or scandalous life, may receive such 
chastisement as may prepare them for heaven, and render it consistent with GOD'S justice to admit 
them thither. Again, the inequality of the sufferings of Christians in this life, compared one with another, 
leads the unguarded mind to the same speculations, the intense suffering, e. g. which some men 
undergo on their death-bed, seeming as if but an anticipation in their case of what comes after death 
upon others, who without greater claim on GOD'S forbearance, live without chastisement and die easily. 
I say, the mind will inevitably dwell upon such thoughts, unless it has been taught to subdue them by 



education or by the experience of their dangerousness. 


"Various suppositions have, accordingly, been made, as pure suppositions, as mere specimens of the 
capabilities, (if one may so speak) of the Divine Dispensation, as efforts of the mind reaching forward 
and venturing beyond its depth into the abyss of the divine counsels. If one supposition could be 
produced, sufficient to solve the problem, ten thousand others are conceivable, unless indeed the 
resources of GOD'S Providence are exactly commensurate with man's discernment of them. Religious 
men, amid these searchings of heart, have naturally gone to Scripture for relief, to see if the inspired 
word anywhere gave them any clue for their inquiries. And hence, and from the speculations of reason 
upon what was there found, various notions have been hazarded at different times; for instance, that 
there is a certain momentary ordeal to be undergone by all men after this life, more or less severe 
according to their spiritual state; or that certain gross sins in good men will be thus visited, or their 
lighter failings and habitual imperfections; or that the very sight of divine perfection in the invisible 
world will be in itself a pain, while it constitutes the purification of the imperfect but believing soul; or 
that, happiness admitting of various degrees of intensity, penitents late in life may sink for ever into a 
state, blissful as far as it goes, but more or less approaching to unconsciousness; infants dying after 
baptism may be as gems paving the courts of heaven, or as the living wheels of the Prophet's vision; 
while matured Saints may excel in capacity of bliss, as well as in dignity, the highest Archangels. Such 
speculations are dangerous when indulged; the event proves it; from some of these in fact seems to 
have resulted the doctrine of Purgatory. 

"Now the texts to which the minds of the early Christians seem to have been principally drawn, and 
from which they ventured to argue, were these two: 'The fire shall try every manEs work,' &c.; and ' He 
shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire.' These texts, with which many more were found to 
accord, directed their thoughts one way, as making mention of 'fire,' whatever was meant by the word, 
as the instrument of trial and purification; and that, at some time between the present time and the 
judgment, or at the judgment. And accordingly without perhaps having any definite or consistent 
meaning in what they said, or being able to say whether they spoke literally or figuratively and with an 
indefinite reference to this life, as well as to the intermediate state, they sometimes named fire as the 
instrument' of recovering those who had sinned after their baptism. That this is the origin of the notion 
of a Purgatorial fire, I gather from these circumstances, first that they do frequently insist on the texts in 
question, next, that they do not agree in the particular sense they put upon them. That they quote them 
shows they rest upon them; that they vary in explaining them, that they had no Catholic sense to guide 
them. Nothing can be clearer, if these facts be so, than that the doctrine of the Purgatorial fire in all its 
senses, as far as it was more than a surmise, and was rested on argument, was the result of private 
judgment exerted in defect of Tradition, upon the text of ScriptureHE 

"As the doctrine, thus suggested by certain striking texts, grew in popularity and definiteness, and 
verged towards its present Roman form, it seemed a key to many others. Great portions of the books of 
Psalms, Job, and the Lamentations, which express the feelings of religious men under suffering, would 
powerfully recommend it by the forcible and most affecting and awful meaning which they received 
from it. When this was once suggested, all other meanings would seem tame and inadequate. 

"To these must be added various passages from the Prophets, as that in the beginning of the 3rd 
chapter of Malachi, which speaks of fire as the instrument of judgment and purification when CHRIST 
comes to visit His Church. 

"Moreover there were other texts of obscure and indeterminate bearing, which seemed on this 
hypothesis to receive a profitable meaning; such as our LORD'S words in the Sermon on the Mount, 



"Verily, I say unto thee, thou shalt by no means come out thence till thou hast paid the uttermost 
farthing;" and St. John's expression in the apocalypse, that "no man in heaven, nor in earth, neither 
under the earth, was able to open the book." 

"Further, the very circumstance that no second instrument of a plenary and entire cleansing from sin 
was given after Baptism, such as Baptism, led Christians to expect that that unknown means, when 
accorded, would be of a more painful nature than 

that which they had received so freely and instantaneously in infancy, and confirmed, not only the text 
already cited, "He shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire," but also St. Paul's announcement 
of the "judgment and fiery indignation" which awaits those who sinned [sin] after having been once 
"enlightened," and by CHRIST'S warning to the impotent man to sin no more lest a worse thing come 
unto him. 

"Lastly, the universal and apparently apostolical custom of praying for the dead in CHRIST, called for 
some explanation, the reason for it not having come down to posterity with it. Various reasons may be 
supposed quite clear of this distressing doctrine, but it supplied an adequate and a most constraining 
motive for its observance to those who were not content to practice it in ignorance." 

Should any one for a moment be startled by any thing that is here said, as if investing the doctrine with 
some approach to plausibility, I would have him give GOD thanks for the safeguard of Catholic Tradition, 
which keeps us from immoderate speculation upon Scripture or a vain indulgence of the imagination, by 
authoritatively declaring the contents and the limits of the Creed necessary to salvation and profitable 
to ourselves. 

There seem, on the whole, to be two chief opinions on the subject, embraced in the early Church. One 
of these is Origen's, which I shall first exhibit in the language of St. Ambrose, being the very passage 
referred to by Bellarmine. The notion is this, that the fire at the day of Judgment will burn or scorch 
every one in proportion to his remaining imperfections. St. Ambrose then thus comments on Psalm 
xxxvii. (38) 14. 

"'Thou hast proved us by fire,' says David; therefore we shall all be proved by fire, and Ezekiel (Malachi) 

says, 'Behold the LORD ALMIGHTY cometh, and who may abide the day of His coming? &c.for He is 

like a refiner's fire and like fuller's soap; and He shall sit as a refiner and purifier of silver and He shall 
purify the Sons of Levi, and purge them as gold and silver, &c.' Therefore the Sons of Levi will be purged 
by fire; by fire Ezekiel, by fire Daniel. But these, though proved by fire, yet shall say, 'We passed through 
fire and water,' (Ps. Ixvi. 12.) Others shall remain in the fire; and the fire shall be as dew to them, (Song 
of Three Children, 27.) as to the Hebrew Children who were exposed to the fire of the burning furnace. 
But the Ministers of impiety shall be consumed in the avenging flame. Woe is me should my work be 
burned, and I suffer this worsting of my labour! Although the Lord will save His servants, we shall be 
saved by faith, but so saved as by fire. Although we shall not be consumed, yet we shall be burned. But 
how some remain in the fire, others escape through it, learn from another Scripture. The Egyptians were 
drowned in the Red Sea, the Israelites passed over; Moses escaped to land, Pharaoh sank, for his heavy 
sins drowned him. In like manner the irreligious will sink in the lake of burning fire." 

It is plain that St. Ambrose, so far from imagining a Roman Purgatory, definite in period, place, and 
subjects, speaks of an ordeal by fire which all Christians must undergo at the last day, and grounds it on 
the solemn text already referred to, 1 Cor. iii 12015. which whether rightly so interpreted or not, a point 
we cannot determine, since it is an [hapax legomenon] in Scripture, yet at least may be so understood 
without violence to the wording. "If any man build upon this foundation, gold, silver, precious stones. 




wood, hay, stubble, every man's work shall be made manifest; for the Day shall declare it, because it 
(the Day) shall be revealed in fire; and the fire shall try every man's work of what sort it is. If any man's 
work abide which he hath built thereupon, he shall receive a reward. If any man's work shall be burned, 
he shall suffer loss; but he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire." Now it would seem plain that in this 
passage the searching process of final Judgment, essaying our works oft righteousness, is described by 
the word fire. Not that we may presume to limit the word fire to that meaning, or on the other hand to 
say it is a merely figurative expression denoting judgment; which seems a stretching somewhat beyond 
our measure. Doubtless there is a mystery in the word fire, as there is a mystery in the words day of 
judgment. Yet it any how has reference to the instrument or process of judgment. And in this way the 
Fathers seem to have understood the passage; referring it to the last Judgment, as Scripture does, but at 
the same time religiously retaining the use of the word, fire, as not affecting to interpret and dispense 
with what seems some mysterious economy, lest they should be wiser than what is written. 

Next let us turn to the same Father's 20th Sermon on Ps. cxix. which is also referred to by Bellarmine. 

"As long as the Israelites were in Egypt, they were in the iron furnace, that is, in the furnace of 
temptation, in the furnace of affliction, when they were afflicted by cruel tyranny. Whence also it is 
written, 'I brought them forth out of the land of Egypt, from the iron furnace.' The furnace was iron, 
because, while the people was yet in Egypt, no one's works were illuminated by holiness, no one's gold 
had been there assayed, no one's lead of iniquity burned away. It was a cruel furnace, a furnace of 
perpetual death, which none could escape, which consumed every one, in which pain and sorrow dwell 
only. But the furnace, in which Ananias, Azarias, and Misael sang their hymn to the Lord, was a golden 
furnace, not an iron; by means of which wisdom hath shown forth in the faith of true obedience all over 
the world. It was indeed in Babylon, where spiritual gold was not, unless perchance in captivity, for 'the 
Lord led captivity captive.' This is the gold in God's saints who were captives among the Babylonians in 
body, but in spirit were freemen with God, delivered from the chains of human captivity, and bearing 
the yoke of spiritual grace. And perchance the same furnace would be iron to the unstable, and gold to 
those who persevere. 

"All must be proved through fire, as many as desire to return to paradise; for it is not said for nothing, 
that, when Adam and Eve were expelled from Paradise, God placed at the outlet a fiery sword which 
turned every way. All must pass through the flames, whether he be John the Evangelist, whom the Lord 
so loved as to say to Peter of him, 'If I wish him to tarry, what is that to thee? Follow thou me.' Some 
have doubted of his death; of his passage through the fire we cannot doubt, for he is in Paradise, not 
separated from Christ. Or whether he be Peter; he who received the keys of the kingdom of Heaven, 
who walked upon the sea, must still say, 'We passed through fire and water, and Thou broughtest us out 
into a place of refreshment.' But the fiery sword will soon be turned by St. John, for iniquity is not found 
in him, whom righteousness itself loved. Whatever human defect was in him. Divine Love melted it 
away; for her wings are as the wings of fire. (Cant. viii. 6.) 

"He who possesses this fire of love, will have no cause to fear there the fiery sword. To Peter, who so 
often exposed his life for Christ, He will say, 'Go and sit down to meat.' But he shall say, 'Thou hast tried 
us with fire, as silver is tried; for, when many waters do not drown love, how can fire consume then?' 
But he shall be tried as silver, I as lead; I shall burn till the lead melts away. If no silver be found in me, 
ah me! I shall be plunged down into the lowest pit, or consume entire as the stubble. Should ought of 
gold or silver be found in me, not for my works, but through the mercy and grace of Christ, by the 
ministry of the priesthood, I shall peradventure say, 'They that hope in Thee, shall not be ashamed.' 

"The fiery sword then shall consume iniquity, which is placed on the leaden scale. One only could not 



feel that fire, Christ the Righteousness of God, who did no sin; for the fire found nought in Him which it 
might consume." 

It is now sufficiently clear what St. Ambrose's belief was. The only point of approximation between it 
and the doctrine of Purgatory is this; that he conceived that for all but the highest saints, in whom love 
dissolved all remaining dross whatever, some transient suffering, more or less in duration, was in store 
in the day of judgment. And hence the force of the ordinary prayers of the early Church, as based on 
Scripture, (and described at length by Archbishop Ussher, in Tract, No. 72,) that departed believers 
might have "a merciful trial at the last day." 

St. Hilary is another witness, whom Bellarmine, in his former book quotes, in his latter surrenders. He, 
too, will be found to hold this same view of the purgatorial nature of the fire of the fast judgment. 

"The prophet [the Psalmist] observes, that it is difficult and most perilous to human nature, to desire 
God's judgments: For, since no one is clean in His sight, how can His judgment be desirable? Considering 
we shall have to give account for every idle word, shall we long for the day of judgment, in which we 
must undergo that ever-living fire, and those heavy penalties for cleansing the soul from its sins? Then 
will a sword pierce through the soul of Mary, that the thoughts of many hearts may be revealed. If that 
Virgin which could compass God is to come into the severity of the judgment, who shall dare desire to 
be judged of God? Job, when he had finished his warfare with all calamities of man and had triumphed, 
who,.when tempted, said, 'The Lord gave,' and confessed himself but dust and ashes when he heard 
God's voice from the cloud, and determined that he ought not to speak another word. And who shall 
venture to desire God's judgmnents, whose voice from heaven neither so great a Prophet endured, nor 
the Apostles again, when they were with the Lord in the Mount ?"ETract, in Ps. cxviii. (cxix.) lit. 3. R 12. 
vid. also R 5. 

Again, 

"He [John the Baptist] marks the season of our salvation and judgment in the Lord, saying, 'He shall 
baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire; for to those who are baptized in the Holy Ghost, it 
remains to be perfected in the fire of judgment."EComm. in Matt. ii. R 4. 

Let us now proceed to Origen, who is historically the first who has put forward the theory under review. 
Even Origen, be it remembered, is at first alleged by Bellarmine, though afterwards absolutely 
relinquished. His words, as quoted by that author himself, are as follows: 

"I consider that even after the resurrection from the dead, we need a sacrament to wash us throughly 
and cleanse us; for no one will rise without dross upon him, nor can the soul be found which at once is 
free from all defects." EHom. 14 in Luc. 

Again, 

"We must all come to that fire, be we Paul or Peter," in Ps. xxxvii. 

Lactantius expresses the same, or almost the same doctrine in the following passage, as referred to by 
Bellarmine. 

"Moreover, when He shall have judged the just, He will also try them in the fire. Then they whose sins 
prevail in weight or number, will be tortured in the fire and partially burned; but they, who are mature 
in righteousness and ripeness of virtue, shall not feel that flame; for they have somewhat of God within 
them, to repel and throw of the force of the flame. Such is the force: of innocence, that from it that fire 



recoils without mischief, as having received this property from God to burn the irreligious, to recede 
from the righteous."0 Div. Inst. vii. 21. 

Two more writers may be mentioned, as holding the same view, both of whom are quoted by 
Bellarmine in his favour. St. Jerome, as referred to by him, speaks as follows: 

"The fire," he says, commenting on Amos vii. 4, "being called for judgment, devours first the deep; that 
is, all kinds of sins, wood, hay, stubble, and afterwards consumes also a part, that is, reaches to his 
saints, who are accounted the Lord's portion." 

St. Paulinus of Nola is the other, who thus writes to Severus: 

"If we attain by these works to be citizens with the saints, our work shall not be burned; and that 
sagacious fire will, on our passing its ordeal, surround us with no severe heat of punishment; but as if we 
were commended to its care it will play around us with a kind caress, so that we may say, 'We have 
passed through fire and water,' &c."ESEp. 28. (9.) 

To these passages, others similar might be added from St. Basil and St.Gregory Nazianzen. 

So much on this speculation or foreboding, concerning the fire of the last judgment. Before proceeding 
to consider the second notion of a Purgatory, which existed in the early Church, I stop to make a remark. 
What has been said will illustrate what is meant by Catholic Tradition, and how it may be received 
without binding us to accept every thing which the Fathers say. It must be Catholic to be of authority; 
that is, all the writers who mention the subject, must agree together in their view of it, or the 
exceptions, if there be any, must be such as probare regulam. And again, they must profess it is 
Traditionary teaching. For instance, supposing all the Fathers agreed together in their interpretation of a 
certain text, I consider that agreement would invest that interpretation with such a degree of authority, 
as to make it at first sight most rash (to say the very least) to differ from them; yet it is conceivable that 
on some points, as the interpretation of unfulfilled prophecy, they might be mistaken. It is abstractedly 
conceivable, that a modern commentator might on certain occasions plausibly justify his dissent from 
them:0this is conceivable, I say, unless they were explaining a doctrine of the creed, which is otherwise 
known to come from the Apostles,0or professed, (which would be equivalent) that such an 
interpretation had ever been received in their respective Churches as coming from the Apostles. 
Catholic Tradition is something more than Catholic teaching. Great as is the authority of the latter, (and 
we cannot well put it too high,) Tradition is something beyond it. This remark is in point here, for it 
might be objected that so many Fathers agree together in the notion of a last-day Purgatory, that, were 
it not for the accident of others speaking differently, we should certainly have received it as Catholic 
Tradition. I answer, no; whatever the worth of so many witnesses would have been,Sand it certainly for 
safety's sake ought to have been taken for very much,0still, Origen, Hilary, Ambrose, and the rest, do 
not approximate in their remarks to the authoritative language in which they would speak of the Trinity 
or the benefits of Baptism. They do not profess to be delivering an article of the Faith once delivered to 
the saints.SNow, to consider the second theory in the early Church on the subject of Purgatory. 

While the Greek Churches, and thence the Italian held the doctrine of a judgment Purgatory, a doctrine 
far more like the Roman is found from an early age in the African Church; at the same time, it was so far 
from being considered as a necessary article of faith, that even St. Austin, who brings it out most fully, 
expresses his doubt about its truth. It was in fact only an opinion or conjecture. 

Tertullian speaks thus, when discussing the question, whether souls suffer in the intermediate state, or 
wait till the resurrection of the body: 



"In short, considering we understand that prison, which the gospel discloses, to be the places under the 
earth (inferos), and explain the very last farthing to mean, that every slightest fault is then to be washed 
away in the interval before the resurrection, no one will doubt that the soul pays something in those 
nether places without intrenching on the fulness of the resurrection also through the flesh. 1 "EDe Anim. 
fin. 

Next comes St. Cyprian. Cyprian is arguing in favor of readmitting the lapsed, when penitent, and his 
argument seems to be, that, it does not follow we absolve them simply, by restoring them to the 
Church; we do but admit them to present privileges, the judgment being reserved in God's hands. He 
thus writes to Antonianus. 

"Neither suppose, dearest brother, that the virtue of the brethren will be impaired, or martyrdoms fail, 
though penitence be indulged to the lapsed, and hope of reconciliation set before the penitent. Strength 
unmoveable abides with those who have true faith; and to those who fear and love God with their 
whole heart, integrity endures in firmness and in courage. Even to adulterers a period of penitence is 
granted by us, and reconciliation allowed; yet not on that account does virginity decline in the Church, 
or the glorious resolve of continence languish through the sins of others. The Church is still embellished 
by the crown of so many virgins, and chastity and purity are as glorious as before; nor, though the 
adulterer is indulged with penitence and pardon, is the vigour of continence relaxed. It is one thing to 
stand for pardon, another to arrive safe at glory; one to be sent to prison, there to remain till the last 
farthing be paid; another to receive at once the reward of faith and virtue; one thing to be tormented 
for sin in long pain and so to be cleansed, and to be purged a long while in the fire, another to have 
washed away all sin in martyrdom; one thing in short, to wait for the Lord's sentence in the day of 
judgment, another at once to be crowned by Him."0Ep. 65. ad Antonian. 

Rigaltius, Faber, and some others understand this passage to refer to the penitential discipline of the 
Church which was imposed on the penitent; and, as far as the context goes, certainly no sense could be 
more apposite. Yet, if I may venture on an opinion apart from such high authorities, the words in 
themselves seem to go beyond any mere ecclesiastical, though virtually divine censure, especially 
"missum in carcerem," and "purgari diu igne." 

Further, the passage in Tertullian, weak in itself, for it was perhaps written after he was a Montanist, 
fixes a sense, though it rests for authority, on Cyprian's language. Tertullian explains Cyprian, Cyprian 
sanctions Tertullian. It should be recollected, moreover, that Cyprian used to call Tertullian his Master; 
and the inference deducible from all this is greatly strengthened, when we come to consider the views 
of St. Austin, another African. At the same time it is worth noticing, the occasion and manner of St. 
Cyprian's statement, whatever it means. He will be found to speak conjecturally, and as if in disputation. 
He is accounting for a difficulty; as if he said,0"You suppose that, should the lapsed be received, this 
makes it all one as if they had never fallen. Far from it; they do not receive an absolute pardon; they are 
reserved to the judgment of the great day. Had they endured and suffered martyrdom, they would have 
had their pardon sealed at once; as it is, it is uncertain, and who knows but in God's judgments such a 
recompense is in store for them as will allow the Church to be merciful to them without God's ceasing to 
be just?" 


St. Austin is lastly to be mentioned; who speaks neither in one uniform way, nor with one and the same 
degree of certainty. Sometimes he seems to hold the Greek opinion of the final purgatorial 
conflagration. In the following passage, after alluding to Abraham's sacrifice, (Gen. xv.) in which the 
beasts were divided but not the birds, and "when the sun went down," "a smoking furnace and a 
burning lamp passed between those pieces," and interpreting the birds of the spiritual members of the 



Church, and the beasts of carnal men, some of whom are within, some outside the Church, he says, 

"The smoking furnace will come; for Abraham sat there till the evening, and then comes the great terror 
of the day of judgment. For the evening is the end of the world, and the furnace is the coming day of 
judgment. It went between those things, which were already divided, separating them to the right and 
left. Thus there are certain carnal men who are yet in the Church's bosom, living according to their own 
way, who are in danger of seduction from heretics. While they remain carnal, they are divisible; He did 
not divide the birds, but the carnal are divided.' I could not speak unto you as unto spiritual, but as unto 

carnal.Whoso shall remain such, and in a way of life suitable to the carnal, and yet has not receded 

from the bosom of the Church, not been seduced by heretics, so as to be divided off the other way, the 
furnace will come, nor will he be able to stand on the right without undergoing it. If then he would 
escape that furnace, let him be changed now into the turtle-dove and pigeon. Let him receive it who 
can. But if not, but he shall have built on the foundation wood, hay, stubble; that is, if he has heaped 
over the foundation of his faith worldly likings,Eyet if Christ be there, so as to have the first place in his 
heart, above all other objects, such are endured, are suffered. The furnace shall come, and shall burn 
the wood, hay, and stubble; and 'he shall be saved, yet so as by fire.' This will the furnace do; separating 
off some to the left,Bothers it will in a manner strain off unto the right: but it did not divide the 
birds."Bln Ps. civ. Serm. iii. and de Civ. Dei. xvi. 24. vid. also, in Ps. vi de Civ. Dei. xx. 2S; xxi. 16, and in 
Gen. contr. Man. ii. 20. fin. 

This is one notion St. Austin had of Purgatory; another was, that it would be of a certain duration, in 
proportion to the sins of each individual. Without asserting that this view is plainly inconsistent with the 
former, it fairly may be called a distinct one. The following passage will be found to contain it: 

"Some suppose that those who do not renounce the name of Christ, and are baptized in his font in the 
Church, nor are cut off therefrom by any schism or heresy, whatever be their crimes, though neither 
washed away by penitence nor ransomed by alms, but persevered in obstinately to the last day of life, 
will yet be saved by fire, punished indeed according to the greatest of their excesses and wickednesses, 
but not with eternal fire E.. But since those clear and positive apostolical testimonies to the contrary 
(James ii. 14. 17. 1 Cor. vi. 9, &c.) cannot be false, the former obscure text concerning those who build 
on this foundation, which is Christ, not gold, silver, precious stones, but wood, hay, stubble, .... must be 
so explained as not to contradict passages which are clear. Wood, then, hay, stubble, may naturally 
mean such desires of lawful things of this world as cannot be forgone without some pain of mind. But 
when that pain burns, if Christ abides in the heart as a foundation, so that nothing is preferred to him, 
and the man who feels the fire of that pain, had rather lose the things which he so loves than Christ, he 
is saved through fire. . . . The trial of tribulation is a certain fire, of which Scripture speaks plainly in 
another place.' Earthen vessels are proved by the furnace, and righteous men by the trial of tribulation.' 
That fire fulfils the Apostle's words in this life; for instance, should it befall two Christians, one caring for 
the things of God, how he may please God; that is, building upon the foundation of Christ, gold, silver, 
precious stones; the other caring for the things of the world, how he may please his wife, that is, 
building on the same foundation wood, hay, stubble; the work of the former is not burned away, for he 
has not loved things, the loss of which would distress him; but the otherEs work is burned away, since 
those things are not lost without suffering which are possessed with enjoyment. But since, when an 
alternative comes, he had rather lose them than Christ, nor from apprehension of losing such things 
renounces Christ, though he may feel a pain during the loss, yet he is 'saved so as by fire;' for, though 
the loss of what he loved is a burning pain, yet it does not subvert or consume one who is secured by 
the firmness and indestructibility of his foundation. Such a suffering too, it is not impossible may happen 
after this life; and it is a fair question, whether it can be settled or not; viz. that some Christians, 
according to their love of the perishing goods of this world, attain salvation more slowly or speedily 




through a certain purgatorial fire; not such, however, of whom it is said, 'that they shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God,' unless they repent suitably, and gain remission of their crimes."EEnchirid. 68. 69. vid. 
also ad Dulcitium, 8 6013. de Fide et Operib. 8 16. 

In his de Civatate Dei, after speaking (as above noticed) of the fire at the judgment, he goes on to 
change its position in the course of the Divine Economy, and places it between death and the 
resurrection; yet, still he observes his hesitating and conjectural tone. 

"After the death of the body, until the arrival of that last day of condemnation and reward after the 
resurrection [of the body], should it be said that in this interval the spirits of the dead suffer a fire, such 
as they do not feel who had not habits and likings in the life of this body, which requires their wood, 
hay, and stubble to be burned up, but they feel who have not carried with them the like worldly 
tabernacles, whether these only, or how and then, or not then because here, though they experience 
the fire of transitory tribulation rescuing venial offences from damnation by consuming them, I do not 
oppose, for perchance it is true." 

He then proceeds to speak, as before, of the other senses of the word fire, as used in the text, which 
affords matter for his inquiry. 

And now the reader has before him the whole extent of Augustine's much-talked of admissions in behalf 
of Purgatory; and he may see how hesitating and incomplete they are. It is remarkable that the passages 
on which Bellarmine chiefly relies, are rejected by the Benedictines as not Augustine's; so that 
Romanists, if they would use this celebrated Father in the controversy, must betake themselves to such 
as the two extracts last quoted, in which Augustine speaks but doubtfully, and which (it is remarkable) 
Bellarmine introduces, not in his own favour, but on an opponent's challenge, to explain, as if from their 
conjectural tone rather making against him. It really would appear, as if in the African Church, there had 
been no advance in definiteness of doctrine in this matter since the days of Cyprian; but that what was a 
speculation then, remained as little insisted on or settled when St. Austin wrote. 

If it were necessary to add any other evidence, how little the Fathers knew on this mysterious subject, I 
might mention, that in one place St. Austin implies that the impenitent are in Purgatory; and that St. 
Jerome seems to say, all baptized persons, however they suffer in Purgatory, are eventually saved. 

I have now finished my account of what the early Fathers said about Purgatory; but very imperfect 
justice is done to the subject, till the reader is put into possession of those decisive testimonies of the 
Fathers the other way, (that is, in favour of the peace and rest of the intermediate state to true 
believers,) which will reduce the opinions already described to a mere conjecture, pious indeed and 
solemnly made, yet received one moment, and abandoned the next. Without determining whether the 
strict wording of the following passages be such as necessarily to exclude the doctrine of Purgatory, 
which is a poor way of seeking after what the fact really was, simply consider whether persons who 
practically held that doctrine, who kept it simply before them as the whole truth and acted upon it, 
could possibly have written them. 

Cyprian, on occasion of the famous plague of A. D. 252, 

"Let him fear death, who has never been born anew of water and the Spirit, and is sold over to the 
flames of hell; him, who has not been given an interest in the cross and passion of Christ; who is to pass 
from temporal to the second death; whose departure from the world will be followed by the torments 
of eternal dame of punishment; who by a longer delay gains but a longer respite from pangs and groans. 
Many of our people are dying in this pestilence, that is, are delivered from the world; and what is truly a 



plague to Jews, heathen and enemies of Christ, is to God's servants an end bringing salvation. That you 
witness righteous and wicked dying together without any distinction of man from man, is no reason for 
your supposing that destruction is common to good and evil; the righteous are called to a place of 
refreshment, the wicked are hurried to punishment, shelter is promptly afforded to the believing, 
punishment to infidels. We are undiscerning and ungrateful, well beloved brethren, in return for God's 
benefits, nor do we recognize the mercy vouchsafed us. Lo the virgins depart in peace safe, and with 
their glory secured, without the dread of the threats, the seductions, and the impurities of approaching 
Anti-Christ; youths escape the perils of their anxious age, and happily receive the prize of continence 
and chastity; the delicate matron no more fears the tortures, the fury of persecution, the violent hands 
and the cruelties of the executioner, receiving the gain of a speedy death. By fear of the pestilence the 
lukewarm are kindled, the languid are braced, the slothful are roused, deserters are driven back, the 
heathen are constrained to believe; the multitude of those who are already believers is called to peace; 
recruits are collected in abundance and with increased strength, prepared to fight without fear of death, 
when the action comes on, as having joined in a season when death was busy."0De Mortal. 9. 

"Our brethren should not cause us sorrow, whom the Lord's call has delivered from the world, knowing 
as we do that they are not lost to us but sent before us, they do not recede, but precede: we should 
behave as towards men going a journey or a voyage, regret but not deplore them, nor go into mourning 
for those who have already put on white raiment," &c0lbid. 14. 

"It is not an exit, but a passage, a travelling to things eternal, when time has been journeyed through. 
Who would not hasten to what is better?"0lbid. 15. 

That in this last passage St. Cyprian is speaking of heavenly felicity after the resurrection, is certain from 
the context; but it is as plain that he looks upon the intermediate state as the beginning of it, or the 
out-post, which he could not do, unless he thought that at least, on the whole, and to the generality, it 
was a state of rest and peace. 

St. Ambrose; 

"Death is in every way a good; because it puts away those principles in us which war against each other, 
and because it is a sort of harbour for those who, after tossing on the wide sea of this life, seek for an 
anchorage of secure peace; and because it puts an end to the chance of deterioration, but, as it finds a 
man, in that condition it consigns him to the future judgment, and comforts him with the rest itself, and 
withdraws him from such present goods as raise envy, and quiets him with the expectation of the 
future."EDe Bono Mortis. 4. 

"Unwise persons fear death as the greatest of ills; but the wise desire it, as if a rest after toil, and the 
end of ills."Ellbid. 8. 

"Relying on these considerations, let us betake ourselves courageously to our Redeemer Jesus; 
courageously to the council of Patriarchs, to our father Abraham, when our day shall arrive; 
courageously to that holy assembly and congregation of the just. We shall go to our fathers, to our 
preceptors in the faith, so that, though our works fail us, our faith may succour us, our birthright plead 
for us. We shall go where holy Abraham opens his arms to receive the poor, as he received Lazarus; 

where they rest who in this life have endured heavy and sharp inflictions.We shall go to those, who 

sit down in the kingdom of God with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, because when asked to supper they did 
not excuse themselves. We shall go thither, where there is a paradise of delight, where Adam, who fell 
among thieves, has forgotten to lament his wounds, where too the thief himself rejoices in the 
fellowship of the kingdom of heaven; where are no clouds, where no thunder, no lightning, no storm of 




wind, no darkness, no evening, no summer, no winter will vary the seasons. There will be no cold, hail, 
rain, nor the presence of this sun, moon, or stars; but the brightness of Light will alone shine 
forth."Elbid. 12. 

St. Hilary. 

"The vengeance of hell overtakes us at once; and immediately we depart from the body, if we have so 
lived, we 'perish from the right way.' The rich and poor man in the gospel show us this: the one placed 
by angels in the abode of the blessed and in Abraham's bosom, the other at once received into the place 
of punishment. So quickly did punishment come upon the dead, that even his brothers were still alive. 
There is no deferring or delaying there. For, as the day of judgment is the eternal award either of bliss or 
punishment, so the time of death orders the interval for every man by its own laws, committing every 
one to Abraham or to punishment till the judgment."Eln Psalm ii. R48. 

Nazianzen thus speaks on the death of his father:E 

"There is but one life, to look forward towards life; and one death, even sin, which is the destruction of 
the soul. Whatever else men exult in, is but a vision in sleep in mockery of realities, and a phantom 
seducing the soul. If these be our feelings, 0 my Mother, we shall neither exult in life, nor be much 
distressed at death. What heavy misfortune has befallen us, if we have passed hence to the true life, 
released from meat and drink, from dizzinesses, from surfeiting, from base money-getting, and placed 
amid stable not transitory possessions, as lesser flights, circling in festive dance round the Great 
Luminary ?"EOrat. 19 fin. 

Macarius, in answer to the question what shall become of those who have two principles, of sin and 
grace, within them, answers that they will go to that place on which their heart is stayed: for 

"The Lord, beholding thy mind, that thou tightest and lovest Him with thy whole soul, separateth death 
from thy soul in one hour, (for it is not for him to do so,) and receiveth thee unto His bosom and to light. 
For He snatcheth thee in an hourEs turn from the mouth of darkness, and forthwith translates thee into 
His kingdom. For to God all things are easy to do in an hour's turn, so that thou hast the love of 
Him."EHom. 26. 

The hour's space spoken of seems to imply that the hour of death would supply the necessary 
purification of the soul from sin; but, whatever it means, the passage is quite irreconcilable with the 
Roman tenet, for the state of the dead is made one of bliss, and that "forthwith" upon death. The 
following passage is to the same effect; after saying that the guilty soul is upon death carried away by 
the devil, he proceeds, 

"When they" (the righteous) "depart from the body, the choirs of angels receive their souls to their own 
place, to the pure world, and so bring them to the Lord."EHom. 22. 

St. Jerome; 

"Let the dead be bewailed, but it must be he whom hell receives, whom the pit swallows up, for whose 
punishment the everlasting fire is in motion. We, whose departure a crowd of angels accompanies, 
whom Christ goes out to meet, let us rather feel distress, if we have longer to dwell in this tabernacle of 
death, for as long as we delay here, we are pilgrims from the Lord."EEp. 25. 

So much on the theology of the first five hundred years. But it may be shown that not even Pope 
Gregory at the end of that period, held the doctrine of Purgatory in the modern Roman form of it. He 



seems to have gone little further than maintain the Greek notion of the fire of judgment, as above 
explained, but, from the circumstance of his considering the end of the world close at hand he so 
expressed himself as to give it a different character. Nothing has been more common in every age than 
to think the day of judgment approaching; and perhaps it was intended that the Church should ever so 
suppose. Perhaps so to suppose is even a mark of a Christian mind; which at least will ever be on its 
watch-tower to see whether it be coming or no, from desire of its Saviour's return. But any how, as at 
other times, so in St. Gregory's case, this expectation prevailed; and, as thinking that the end was all but 
arrived' he seems to have fancied that "fire upon earth" was almost "kindled," that last judicial and 
purgatorial trial, which the Greeks and some of the Latins had made attendant upon it. If then he speaks 
of Purgatory in language since adopted by Romanism, it was not as intending thereby to sanction the 
idea to which it is appropriated in that theology, viz. that of a regular and ordinary system of fiery 
cleansing in the intermediate state; but, because he imagined the world was on the eve and under the 
incipient symptoms of an extraordinary crisis, when the sun was to be darkened, and the earth 
dissolved, and the graves opened, and all souls to be judged which were in earth and under the earth. 
He says 

"As, when night is ending and day beginning, before the sun rises there is a sort of twilight, while the 
remains of the departing darkness are changing perfectly into the radiance of the day which succeeds, 
so the end of this world is already mingling with the commencement of the next, and the very gloom of 
what remains has begun to be illuminated with the incoming of things spiritual." EDial. iv. 41. 

To the same effect he says: 

"Why is it, I ask, that in these last times so many things begin to be clear about souls which before were 
hidden; so that by open revelations and disclosures the age to come seems forcing itself on us and to be 
dawning?"Elbid. 40. 


Conformably with this view, he considered the pains of Purgatory to be diverse and various in their 
modes and circumstances, in this earth as well as under the earth, and consisting in other torments as 
well as those of fire, being but the pangs and shudderings of intellectual natures, when their judge was 
approaching, and disclosing themselves in a supernatural agony parallel to that trembling of the earth or 
the failing of the sun, which will precede the dissolution of the physical world. Occasion has already 
been taken to speak of the belief in visions and miracles, as occurring in attestation of the doctrine, and 
of the predispositions of the popular mind to receive it. The state of the evidence, of the popular feeling, 
and of the doctrine itself, is strikingly set before the reader in the following passage of Bishop Jeremy 
Taylor, though perhaps with somewhat less of considerateness in the wording of it, than such a subject 
might bear. 

"The people of the Roman Communion have been principally led into belief of Purgatory by their fear, 
and by their credulity; they have been softened and enticed into this belief, by perpetual tales and 
legends, by which they loved to be abused. To this purpose, their priests and friars have made great use 
of the apparition of St. Jerome, after death, to Eusebius, commanding him to lay his sack upon the 
corpse of three dead men, that they, arising from death, might confess Purgatory, which formerly they 
had denied. The story is written in an epistle imputed to St. Cyril; but the ill luck of it was, that St. 
Jerome outlived St. Cyril, and wrote his life, and so confuted that story; but all is one for that, they 
believe it nevertheless; but these are enough to help it out; and if they be not firmly true, yet, if they be 
firmly believed, all is well enough. In the Speculum Exemplorum it is said, that a certain priest, in an 



ecstacy, saw the soul of Constantinus Turritanus in the eaves of his house, tormented with frosts and 
cold rains, and afterwards climbing up to heaven upon a shining pillar. And a certain monk saw some 
souls roasted upon spits, like pigs, and some devils basting them with scalding lard; but a while after, 
they were carried to a cool place, and so proved Purgatory. But Bishop Theobald standing upon a piece 
of ice to cool his feet, was nearer Purgatory than he was aware, and was convinced of it, when he heard 
a poor soul telling him, that under that ice he was tormented: and that he should be delivered if for 
thirty days continual he would say for him thirty masses. And some such thing was seen by Conrade and 
Udelric in a pool of water; for the place of Purgatory was not yet resolved on, till St. Patrick had the key 
of it delivered to him; which, when one Nicholas borrowed of him, he saw as strange and true things 
there, as ever Virgil dreamed of in his Purgatory, or Cicero in his dream of Scipio, or Plato in his Gorgias, 
or Phaedo, who indeed are the surest authors to prove Purgatory. But, because to preach false stories 
was forbidden by the Council of Trent, there are yet remaining more certain arguments, even 
revelations made by angels, and the testimony of St. Odilio himself, who heard the devil complain .... 
that the souls of dead men were daily snatched out of his hands, by the alms and prayers of the living; 
and the sister of St. Damianus being too much pleased with hearing of a piper, told her brother, that she 
was to be tormented for fifteen days in Purgatory. 

"We do not think that the wise men in the Church of Rome believe these narratives; for, if they did, they 
were not wise; but this we know, that by such stories the people were brought into a belief of it, and 
having served their turn of them, the master builders used them as false arches and centries, taking 
them away when the parts of the building were made firm and stable by authority. But even the better 
sort of them do believe them; or else they do worse, for they urge and cite the Dialogues of St. Gregory, 
&c."0Dissuasive from Popery, part i. ch. i. R 4. 

Yet not even after Pope Gregory's times was the doctrine unhesitatingly received. Ussher (Answer ch. 
vi.) quotes the words of the Council of Aix la Chapelle in Charlemagne's time, near 250 years after 
Gregory, to the effect that there are "three ways in which sins are punished; two in this life, and the 
third in the life to come; that of the former one is the punishment with which the sinner, God inspiring, 
by penitence, takes vengeance on himself, the other the punishment which ALMIGHTY GOD indicts; and 
that the third is that of everlasting fire. He also quotes the author of the tracts de Vanitate Saeculi, and 
de Rectitudine Catholicae Conversationis, wrongly ascribed to St Austin; the former of which says, 
"Know that when the soul is separated from the body, presently it is either placed in paradise for its 
good works, or plunged into the bottom of hell for its sins;" and the latter, "The departing soul, which is 
invisible to eyes of flesh, is received by the angels, and placed either in Abraham's bosom, if it be 
faithful, or, if a sinner, in the keeping of the prison beneath, till the appointed day arrive for it to receive 
its own body again and give account of its works before the judgment seat of CHRIST, the true 
Judge."Even in the days of Otto Frisingensis, A. D. 1146, the doctrine of Purgatory was considered but a 
private opinion, not an article of faith universally received; for he writes, "Some affirm there is in the 
unseen state a place of Purgatory, in which those who are to be saved are either troubled with darkness 
only, or are refined by the fire of expiation." 

However, without entering further into the history of the gradual reception of the doctrine, which, if the 
circumstances of its rise be clear, is unnecessary, even could it be given, I conclude this head of the 
subject with one or two 'avowals on the part of Romanists confirmatory of what has been said. As to the 
text of Scripture, we have the candid admission of the celebrated M. Trevern, present Bishop of 
Strasburgh, that it is silent as regards this doctrine, at least so Mr. Faber understands him. 

"Instead of vainly labouring to establish the doctrine on some one or two misinterpreted texts of the 
New Testament, he fairly and honestly confesses, that we have received no revelation concerning it 



from JESUS CHRIST. Hence he judiciously wastes not his time in adducing passages of Holy Writ, which 
are altogether irrelevant. ' Had it been necessary for us, says he, 'to be instructed in such questions, 
JESUS would doubtless have revealed the knowledge of them. He has not done so. We can, therefore, 
only form conjectures on the subject more or less probable.'" 

It seems then the doctrine is not taught in Scripture. The silence of Antiquity concerning it is avowed by 
Fisher, Bishop of Rochester, Alphonsus a de Castro, and Polydore Virgil. 

Of these the celebrated Cardinal Fisher speaks as follows: 

"It weighs perhaps with many, that we lay such stress upon indulgences, which are apparently of but 
recent usage in the Church, not being found among Christians till a very late date. I answer, that it is not 
clear from whom the tradition of them originated. They are said not to be without precedent among the 
Romans from the most ancient times; as may be understood from the numerous stations in that city. 
Moreover Gregory the First is said to have granted some in his own time. We all indeed are aware, that 
by means of the acumen of later times many things both from the Gospels and the other Scriptures are 
now more clearly developed and more exactly understood than they once were; whether it was that the 
ice was not yet broken by the ancients, and their times were unequal to the task of accurately sounding 
the open sea of Scripture, or that it will ever be possible in so extensive a field, let the reapers be ever so 
skilful, to glean somewhat after them. For there are even now a great number of obscure passages in 
the Gospel, which I doubt not posterity will understand much better. Why should we despair of it when 
the Gospel is given for this very purpose) to be understood thoroughly and exactly? Seeing then that the 
love of CHRIST towards His Church continues not less strong now than before, nor His power less, and 
that the Holy Ghost is her perpetual guardian and restorer, whose gifts flow into her as unceasingly and 
abundantly as from the beginning, who can question that the minds of posterity will be enlightened 
unto the clear knowledge of those things which remain still unknown in the Gospel?" 

After a sentence or two he adds: 

"Whoever reads the commentaries of the ancient Greeks, will find no mention, as far as I see, or the 
slightest possible concerning Purgatory. Nay, even the Latins did not all at once, but only gradually enter 

into the truth of this matter.For a while it was unknown, at a late date it was known, to the Church 

Universal. Then it was believed by some, by little and little, partly from Scripture, partly from 
revelations."EAssert. Luther Confutat. 18. 

It will be observed how accurately Bishop Fisher's words bear out, as far as they go, our foregoing 
account. First, he candidly gives up the Greek Church, and almost gives up the Latin. He says it was 
gradually introduced, that at length it became universal. What can we desire more in disproof of the 
Roman doctrine? He implies too, that the doctrine, though not suggested by the plain text of Scripture, 
was recommended by it, when once suggested in whatever way; as if what it did,was just what has been 
above supposed, viz. bring out; in a touching way a certain possible deep sense which the sacred text 
could not be said to teach but might contain; else why should it be understood only after a long delay? 
Further, he illustrates and confirms what has above been observed, that the Church of Rome, relying on 
its supposed gift of enunciating the truth, cares not to prove its doctrines ancient, and rather interprets 
the Fathers by its present teaching than thinks it necessary to depend upon them. And lastly, he is a 
witness that, as far as Rome has cared to argue in this matter, she has rested the doctrine on 
revelations;Ea true and honest account of the matter of fact, but decidedly opposed to the more 
accurate, though inapplicable, theory established after his death at Trent, which is this, that the 
revelation was concluded once for all in the Apostles, that all that the Church does is to discriminate and 




define their doctrine, and that he is Anathema, though an angel from heaven, who adds to it. "That 
alone is matter of faith," says Bellarmine, "which is revealed by GOD either mediately or immediately; 
but divine revelations are partly written, partly unwritten. The decrees of Councils, and Popes, and the 
consent of Doctors,... then only make a doctrine an article of faith, when they explain the Word of God 
or deduce any thing from it." 

Polydore Virgil appeals to Fisher's statement as above given, and adds, "Moreover by the Greeks, even 
to this day, the doctrine is not believed." Alphonsus de Castro says, "Concerning Purgatory there is 
scarcely any mention, especially among the Greek writers; for which reason, even to this day, it is not 
believed by the Greeks." 

Lastly, the following is the avowal of the Benedictine Editor of St. Ambrose's Works in his preface to the 
de Bono Mortis, on certain passages concerning the state of the dead, some of which have been above 
extracted in the course of these remarks. 

"If we interpret the words of our author strictly and literally, we must plainly confess that in his 
judgm'ent souls are kept shut up in certain dwellings, till the general resurrection:, and there wait the 
award due to their deeds, which will not however be paid them before the last day; meanwhile that 
they are visited with some good or punishment, according as each of them has deserved. Lastly, the joy 
of the righteous is dispensed according to certain ranks. 

"It is not surprising that Ambrose should have written in this way concerning the state of souls; but what 
might seem almost incredible, is, the uncertainty and inconsistency of the Holy Fathers on the subject 
from the very times of the Apostles down to the Pontificate of Gregory XL, and the Council of Florence, 
that is, for nearly the whole of fourteen centuries. For, not only do they differ one from the other, as 
commonly happens in such questions not yet defined by the Church, but they are not even consistent 
with themselves, sometimes appearing to grant that those souls enjoy the clear sight of the divine 
nature, of which at other times they deprive them." 

R 4. THE COUNCIL OF FLORENCE. 

It remains to give a brief notice of the Council of Florence by which the doctrine of Purgatory was first 
made an article of faith. With it I shall bring this paper to an end. 

The Council of Constance, which had been summoned principally with a view to the reformation of the 
clergy, terminated in April 1418, without having taken any effectual measures for their object. Five years 
afterwards the remonstrance which the existing state of things occasioned, obliged the then Pope 
Martin V. to summon another, which, in consequence of his sudden death, eventually opened at Basle, 
23d of July, 1431, in the pontificate of Eugenius, under the presidency of Cardinal Julian Caesarini. Basle, 
as being across the Alps, was removed from the influence of the Roman see; and the Fathers assembled 
at once applied themselves to determine a. question, which had already been agitated at Constance, the 
superiority, viz. of a General Council to the Pope. They passed a decree that the jurisdiction of the 
representatives of the Church Catholic in Council Assembled was supreme and universal, and that they 
could not be dissolved, prorogued or transferred without their own consent. They proceeded to 
summon, threaten and censure Eugenius; and at length when he. resisted their proceedings, they 
suspended him from all his powers unless he submitted to them within 60 days. In these acts they were 
supported by the Emperor and other chief powers of Europe, as well as by the clergy; and the Pope was 
forced to submit. 

They next attempted to reconcile the Greeks to the Latin Church. At this time Constantinople was much 



pressed by the Turkish arms; and the Emperor John Palaeologus, the second of that name, after the 
example of his father, hoped by holding out the prospect of a union of the Churches to gain succours 
from the West. The Fathers of Basle invited: him to attend their meeting with the Patriarch and other 
chief ecclesiastics of his division of Christendom; but, on his objecting to a journey across the Alps, an 
opening was afforded to Eugenius, who was not slow to avail himself of it, to propose to the Greeks to 
transfer the seat of the Council from the Rhine to Italy. In spite of the opposition of the Fathers at Basle, 
Eugenius was successful in his overtures. The Greek Emperor and ecclesiastics accepted the place of 
meeting which he proposed, which was Ferrara, and proceeded thither, that is, besides Palaeologus 
himself, the Patriarch, and twenty chief bishops, among whom were the metropolitans of Heraclea, 
Cyzicus, Nice, Nicomedia, Ephesus, and Trebizond; representatives also attended from Alexandria, 
Antioch, and Jerusalem; and the Primate of Russia. Such were the members of the Greek Church present 
at this Council, who, however, high in station as they were, evidently were too few to express the voice 
of the East. It is well known that on the ancient principle of Councils, decisions were made not by 
authority, but by the independent and concordant testimony of all the Bishops of Christendom, or what 
was virtually all, to the doctrines declared. On the side of the Latins there were but five archbishops, 
eighteen bishops, and ten abbots, the greater part of whom were subjects or countrymen of the Pope. 
This scanty representation however of the Latin Church received, as it happened, a considerable 
reinforcement from Basle; for a reaction taking place there in the Pope's favour, some chief members of 
the rival Council coming over to him, the whole number of subscribers which he at last obtained to the 
synodical decree amounted to eight cardinals, two patriarchs, eight archbishops, fifty-two bishops, and 
forty-five abbots. After all, however, these are at first sight scarcely to be considered representatives of 
the whole of Christendom; yet such was the composition of the assembly, known in history as the 
Council of Florence, (whither a plague had driven it from Ferrara) which established the doctrine of 
Purgatory. 

This is a sketch of its external history: but the point to be considered is the part taken by the Greeks in 
its proceedings. At the first glance here is this circumstance, almost in itself decisive against its authority, 
that the Greeks were actuated by motives of interest and at least by the influence and the presence of a 
Sovereign. Were they in number fifty times as many, they would not have appeared in Italy at all, had 
not the Ottomans been at the gates of Constantinople. Next they were unprotected in a strange 
country, depending even for their daily food on the bounty of those who were bent upon the 
reconciliation of the Churches; and they were detained by delays which, whether necessary or not, were 
sufficient to alarm them, and to make them impatient to bring their dispute to a termination. After the 
first session of the Council at Ferrara, the public proceedings were adjourned about six months. The 
Greek ecclesiastics were allowed each three or four gold florins a month; at one time there was an 
arrear of four months in the payment, at another of three, and at the time of their agreeing to unite 
with the Latins of five and a half. Besides, even had they the means, their withdrawal from the Council 
was absolutely forbidden: passports were required at the gates of Ferrara, the Venetian Government 
had engaged to intercept all fugitives, and civil punishment awaited them at Constantinople. Their 
condition is vividly described by Syropulus or Sguropulus, the ecclesiarch or preacher, who was present 
at the Council as one of the Patriarch's five attendants, and whose history of its proceedings is extant. 
Some extracts shall be introduced from his work; which, besides proving what I have said about the 
position of the Greeks, will introduce us in particular to the course taken in their discussions on the 
subject of Purgatory. There were four points of difference between the Churches: the use of leaven in 
the Eucharistic bread, the supremacy of the Pope, the nature of Purgatory, and the double procession of 
the Holy Ghost. Concerning the subject which alone here concerns us, Syropulus says, 

"At our fourth meeting the bishop of Ephesus said, 'In our last meeting, venerable Fathers, you laid 



before us four heads for discussion, out of which we might take our choice .... Julian (the legate of 
Eugenius at Basle) said .... it seems to us best, to treat first of the purgatorial fire, that our own minds 
may be cleared by the discussion. Let us then now dispute upon this subject. The Bishop of Ephesus 
answered, Be it so as you have decided; but tell us first whence has your Church her traditions about it, 
and when did she receive and profess it, and what is her exact doctrine on the subject. These inquiries 
will help us forward. This was agreed to and we separated. 

'"Meanwhile our allowance of provisions was demanded but not given us. Though we made frequent 
demands on account of our need, it was not given, until we came into the proposed conditions. When 
we had come round, we received the second monthly allowance on the 12th of May. 

'"While we were so circumstanced, serious news kept coming that Amurath was preparing an attack 
upon Constantinople. The Venetians sent the despatches to our Emperor and the Patriarch; afterwards 
came letters from the City itself, intimating the same, and begging them to do their utmost to gain 
succours. On hearing this we were sadly afflicted, were sick of life, prayed to God for help, took it to 
heart, and with groans and tears begged for some escape from so great a calamity .... The Emperor had 
much talk with the Cardinals on this subject, and made representations through them to the Pope. We, 
indignant at their unbecoming conduct, betook ourselves to such private friends as we might have 
among them. When some of us had intreated in this way brother Ambrose, he said to them, 'Be not out 
of heart, hut do your utmost to bring about a union, and then we shall make great preparations, and will 
send a formidable force to Constantinople.' 

"'Meanwhile some of our company said, that if a subscription for raising forces was proposed to our 
Archbishops, they would be ready according to their power. The Emperor catching at this, immediately 
went to the Patriarch, and called us all together, and made us a speech concerning contribution, saying 
that he himself had set the pattern by borrowing money to fit out a vessel of his own, that he felt 
Confident the Pope would send some also, and that it was a duty in the case of those who had the 
means to be liberal in the service of their country. To this the principal Archbishops made answer, that 
were they in Constantinople, they would contribute even more than they could well afford; but, being at 
present in a foreign land, and not knowing what was coming upon them, they felt it necessary to keep 

what they had, even supposing some among them had any thing left;.however, under the necessity, 

they would each give something. Accordingly four of them promised 50 aspers apiece. 

"'The Bishop of Nicea (the celebrated Bessarion) said, 'I have no ducats, but I have three urns, of which I 
will contribute two.' The Bishop also who came next said, 'I have no ducats, but I have two woollen 
cloaks, and I give one of them.' The Emperor on hearing as far as this, gave up the attempt as vain, for 
he had reckoned that the Archbishops together might have almost fitted out one vessel....' 

"In the fifth meeting, Julian began to discuss the subject of Purgatory, and said that the Roman Church, 
even from the very first had received and held this doctrine, from the time of the Holy Apostles, 

receiving it from St. Peter and St. Paul, .and then from the Doctors of the Church who succeeded 

them." 

To complete the imbecility of the Greek party, they were at variance with each other, Bessarion of Nicea 
inclining to the Latins, Gregory the Penitentiary taking either side as it happened, and both opposing 
Mark of Ephesus, the resolute defender of the Greek doctrines. The Latins having put their argument on 
paper, the Greeks had to do the same, and the Emperor commanded Mark to draw it up, who declined 
the office, unless it was understood that what he should present would be accepted. The following 
childlish scene ensued, which is here introduced merely to show that the Greek cause was not fairly 





represented in that Council, since it was in the hands, as will be seen, of two rival Bishops and an 
Emperor as umpire, and not as if to imply that a Council must be composed of none but superior men in 
order to come to a right conclusion. 

"It appeared proper that some among ourselves should stay with the Bishop of Ephesus, and that the 
paper should be drawn in our presence and hearing, and with our assistance, if it happened to be 
needed. Accordingly the Bishop of Nicea, the great Ecclesiarch" (the writer) "Gregory the Penitentiary, 
the Secretary of the Holy Consistory, met him. The Bishop of Nicea began to converse carelessly, and to 
digress into a variety of subjects. The Penitentiary followed, and rivalled him in the irrelevancy of his 
discourse. They took up each other, and emulated each other in wasting time on trifles and 
impertinences.I at intervals begged them to spare words and attend to the writing, but they persisted; 
when good part of the day was thus wasted, the Bishop of Ephesus said, 'At this rate I shall not be able 
to write a word: leave me with the Secretary of the Consistory and I will draw up something. Afterwards 
you shall look over it, and correct any thing that is amiss?' On this we left the room. Then the Bishop of 
Ephesus began to write; but the Bishop of Nicea did the same, at the suggestion of the Penitentiary, who 
praised what he drew up to the Emperor, and wished him to send it to the Latins, as more striking in 
style, and more eloquent. At his command both compositions were brought to him and read in the 
presence of select judges. Then the Emperor said to the Bishop of Ephesus, 'Your composition is good; it 
has many strong points. But it has some things too which will give advantage to the Latins, such as the 
story of St. Macarius asking the skull (of an idolator) and receiving an answer; for you can bring no 
unexceptionable testimony to this, and they will at once put it aside, and some other arguments also. 
Better let alone what can be easily met, and urge a little and strong than a parade of arguments, some 
of which may be easily overset, for your opponent will fix on your weak points, and if he masters you on 
one or two, he will appear to the many, or rather he will be heralded forth as having defeated you 
altogether. Therefore put out these passages.' ....Then turning to the Bishop of Nicea, he remarked, 'You 
too have your own faults, you begin by saying, '0 men of Latium;' this is unsuitable. It is more becoming 
to say, 'Venerable Fathers,' or something of the same respectful and acceptable nature; you have other 
mistakes too.' He ended by saying that the proem and previous statements of the Bishop of Nicea were 
the better, but the course of the argument, the proofs, and collateral remarks stronger in the paper of 
the Bishop of Ephesus; and that it seemed advisable to take the commencement of the former, and any 
other serviceable passages, and the body of the latter."_ 

The reply thus compounded by two men of discordant sentiments was submitted to the Latins, and an 
answer drawn up to it in due form. A reply followed, and the discussion became animated. 

"Meanwhile in private conversations the Latins begged the Bishop of Ephesus to propound plainly the 
doctrine which our Church holds concerning souls departed hence. But he did not state it, being 
hindered by the Emperor. And in proportion as they perceived him resisting, and not wishing to set forth 
our Church doctrine on the matter, so much the more did they press him, and intreat him, and 
remonstrate with him, and asked what he meant by his reserve, saying that every regular member of 
any Church was bound, when asked what was the Church's view on any question, at once to give it 
without hesitation or ambiguity. But the Bishop had his mouth stopped by the royal command." 

John, a Spanish Bishop, then entered into a discussion with the Bishop of Ephesus with great dialectic 
skill, and Bessarion deserted to the Latins; at length, however the Emperor consented to Mark's 
speaking out' and he put the Latins into full possession of the Greek notions on the subject of Purgatory. 
The next sentences run as follows:E 

"Our allowance was expended, and nothing more was given us in spite of our frequent demands: but, 



when we yielded to their demand and told them our Church's opinion on the question in discussion, 
then they gave us three months' allowance on the 30th of June, 689 florins." 5. 8. 18. 

This was all that passed on the subject of Purgatory, before the final decree, which, as in other points, so 
in this, was overruled by the determination of the Latins and the need of the Emperor. But here let me 
instance another hardship inflicted on the Greeks, for which I have already prepared the reader. 

"We sat down in sorrow, not only because of existing and expected perils, but for the loss of our liberty, 
for we were shut up as slaves. And when three months and more were passed, and all were indignant at 

our dependence upon strangers, the straits we were in, and our want of provision, .three clerics, 

under the spur of necessity, found an escape.But the Patriarch learning it, and being indignant at it, 

wrote at once to the Doge of Venice, who found out the men and sent them to him." 

After many months discomfort from the causes that have been enumerated, the Greeks came to an 
understanding with the Latins: indeed, from the first, they had very little trust or attachment to their 
view. Their doctrine is said to have been, that the souls of imperfect Christians went to a place of 
darkness and sadness, where they were for some time in affliction and deprived of the light of God's 
countenance, in which state they were benefited by Eucharistic offerings and by alms; to this the Latins 
wished to add, that souls without stain enter at once into heavenly glory, while those who have 
repented of sin but have not had time to complete the necessary penance, are consigned for a longer or 
shorter time to purgatorial fire. This was the difference between the Churches, and they compromised 
the matter thus: the Latins did not press the doctrine of fire, and the Greeks gave upEnot a word, but a 
truth,Ethey allowed, contrary to the belief with which they had come to the Council, that those who are 
not in Purgatory are immediately beatified, and enjoy the sight of God. 

It may be objected, and readily admitted, that the narrative of which the above are extracts, is drawn up 
by a writer unfriendly and unfair to the Latins. But it would seem to prove as much as this, viz. what was 
the popular view in Greece on the subject of these discussions and their termination, immediately upon 
it 

A high ecclesiastic, as Syropulus was, would hardly have ventured to have set himself against a recent 
and solemn act of his own Church sanctioned by the Court, unless he had had a strong feeling with him. 
The very fact of his opposition proves that the conduct of the Greeks at Florence was but the act of a 
party at most in the Church; while the line of the history, their sufferings and compelled decision, is too 
clearly guaranteed to us as true by the known circumstances of the case. But we need not thus painfully 
deduce the real dissatisfaction of the Greek Church with the articles imposed upon its delegates at 
Florence. On their return home, they had to encounter so general an indignation and resentment at 
their conduct, that they were obliged at once to recant and confess their weakness, and throw 
themselves on the mercy of their brethren. Mark of Ephesus had not signed the decree, and became a 
rallying point for all who held by the popular religion; while the successor of the Patriarch was deserted 
even by his cross-bearers, and presided in an empty Cathedral. The feeling spread north and south; the 
patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem assembled a numerous Council, and disowned the acts 
of their representatives in Italy; and Isidore, the Primate of Russia, on returning to his country, was 
synodically condemned and imprisoned in a monastery. 

Again, it may be objected that the great article of difference between Greeks and Latins was the 
question of the procession, not that of Purgatory, and after all, that the real point of repulsion between 
them lay in national jealousies; whereas they agreed together, as the Council shows, or at least with the 
slightest difference, on the question in which we are concerned, while the subsequent resentment of 





the Greeks at home had little or no reference to it; and that their agreement under such circumstances 
was only the more remarkable. It may be replied, that the object of the foregoing account has been to 
shew that the Greeks at Florence were not trustworthy, that they had neither the ease of circumstances, 
the learning, or the composure of mind to be witnesses of the traditionary and universal doctrine of 
their Churches. If this is proved by after circumstances, by the popular indignation as regards one 
doctrine, it takes all credit from their testimony as regards another. Moreover as regards the doctrine of 
Purgatory, they did not agree with the Latins in an important point, yet that point they gave up to them; 
most unfaithfully, considering them as stewards of Gospel truth; and, had they discerned the bearings of 
the Latin doctrine, which doubtless they did not, most treacherously. They admitted, against the 
national belief, the beatification of souls under specific circumstances, before the judgment, and in so 
doing they admitted practically almost as: much, as if they had subscribed to the doctrine of purgatorial 
fire. For, as the mention of fire on the; one hand is definite, and ascertains Purgatory to be strictly a 
place of punishment, which the general expressions of the Greeks did not strictly imply, so in like 
manner to separate off from it all the perfected saints, and transfer them to a better and heavenly state, 
does in effect sink it, by the contrast, to a place of privation and suffering. The presence of the souls of 
all saints, (to speak in general terms, that is, not to include the Martyrs whom the early Church has 
excepted) in Hades, Paradise, or Abraham's bosom, or by whatever other name we designate the 
Intermediate State, is our guarantee for the substantial blessedness of that State. We cannot spare the 
higher Saints from Paradise, in that they are our pledges for its heavenly character in the case of all 
believers. Thus as regards their own doctrine, the Greeks made most important admissions to the Latins, 
for making which they had no warrant, and therefore cannot be considered of authority in witnessing a 
Purgatory at all, any more than in the account they gave of it. 

And with these remarks shall terminate a discussion, which has extended far beyond the limits which 
were originally proposed by the writer. 

OXFORD. The Feast of the Annunciation. 
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PART I. 


FROM THE EXAMPLE OF OUR LORD. 

1. General allusions to this mode of concealment. 

THE object of the present inquiry is to ascertain, whether there is not in GODES dealings with mankind, a 
very remarkable holding back of sacred and important truths, as if the knowledge of them were 



injurious to persons unworthy of them. And if this be the case, it will lead to some important practical 
reflections. 

It is not intended to speak of it as a mark of judicial punishment, nor as denoting the anger of the 
Almighty, nor as connected in any way with intellectual acuteness: but, if I may so speak with reverence, 
I would say, that there appears in GODES manifestations of Himself to mankind, in conjunction with an 
exceeding desire to communicate that knowledge, a tendency to conceal, and throw a veil over it, as if it 
were injurious to us, unless we were of a certain disposition to receive it. 

And though this cannot explain the speculative difficulty, why the truth is not set before mankind so 
strongly and clearly that they cannot fall; yet it may tend to satisfy a fair mind, to see that we have 
symptoms of such a thing being not good, or perhaps possible in morals; and such we may assuredly 
gather from what we see of GODES dealing with us in all His moral government, both natural and 
Scriptural, so as to show us, that as we are to be thankful for what is revealed, we have also to be 
thankful for what is not revealed. 

As the first view, we have the remarkable fact of the many generations of the heathen world, in a state 
of great ignorance of many things which we know to be of the very highest importance to our 
well-being. In the next place, we may notice the silence observed, respecting a future and eternal life in 
the books of Moses, as one of "the secret things which belonged unto GOD." The fact that the Patriarchs 
were supported by an indefinite, but full assurance of GODES unfailing goodness, which could not cease 
with this life, will be a confirmation of this point; for it shows that it was in some measure revealed unto 
them, as they could bear it. In the next place, the numerous rites and types are instances of a veil 
thrown remarkably over moral and spiritual truth; for it is very evident that to David and others, they 
conveyed all the "secrets of wisdom," and spoke of "the hands washed in innocency," and "the sacrifice 
of a broken heart," and "the circumcision of the heart"Ebut it was through a veil. The expression "lama 
stranger upon earth, hide not thy commandments from me," seem to imply, that the commandments 
being hid from him was the thing which the Psalmist apprehended from unworthiness; and the verse 
preceding, "open thou mine eyes, that I may behold the wondrous things of the law," and indeed the 
whole of the 119th Psalm, indicates something great and wonderful, contained in the commandments 
beyond the letter. Origen says (contr. Cels. p. 197.) "if the law of Moses had not any thing of a more 
latent meaning, the prophet would not have said, Eopen mine eyes, that I may behold the wonderful 
things of thy law.E The descriptions of the MessiahEs kingdom in the prophets were exactly of this kind, 
such as a carnal mind would take literally; a good man would see that God had something better for 
those that waited for Him." 

2. The general Historic Narrative of our SaviourEs Life and Resurrection. 

The whole of the Gospel History may be seen to be remarkable in harmony with this view of GODES 
dealings in the Old Testament. The circumstances attending our LORDES birth, and the important 
transactions at the early period of His life, we might have expected beforehand would have been more 
known to the Jewish nation, instead of being concealed, like the actions of apparently obscure persons, 
(as for instance the LORDES appearing in His temple as foretold by Malachi.) The account of all these 
things is so familiar to us, that we are perhaps scarce able to judge clearly of the wonderful and 
mysterious economy of GOD, in these circumstances. There is something in the thought of our 
SAVIOURES being for thirty years among men, not known and not believed on, even by those about Him, 
and the witnesses of His early life, very remarkable and awful. And the great pledge and seal of the truth 
of the Gospel, the Resurrection itself, seems in such a striking manner to have been kept back, if I may 
so speak, from the gaze of the multitude, from the broad light of the common day. Its great 



manifestations break forth, as if indistinctly, and according to the great need of certain persons, the 
watchful and weeping Mary, then the penitent Peter, then (the perhaps aged) Cleopas. And we find the 
obscure Galilee mark out so repeatedly and pointedly to be the chosen scene of these manifestations 
more than the crowded Jerusalem. Surely, in all this there is something of mysterious wisdom, which it 
is good for us humbly to consider. 

3. Some particular expressions of this kind. 

We may reasonable expect some more distinct intimations of this, in our blessed LORD0S own teaching 
and mode of disclosing Cleopas. And so we not find the same SPIRIT, "who spake by the Prophets" with 
type and figure, in things of this kind? 

In the use, for instance, of figurative expressions to persons who did not understand the meaning of 
them. To this we cannot but apply the remark of Bishop Butler, where he observes the vast difference 
between Holy Scripture, and any human composition in this respect, that in the latter our object is by 
words to convey most fitly our meaning to others; we cannot say this of GOD0S written word. It may 
have other objects quite of another kind, which its very obscurity serves, better than its distinct meaning 
would do. 

Thus, when our SAVIOUR told His disciples, that it was now time that he who had not a sword should sell 
his garment and buy one, it is evident that they took the meaning literally, nor does our LORD appear to 
have done away with their misconception; although their erroneous impression was of a practical 
nature, and perhaps led to a subsequent action, wrong in itself, but overruled by His mercy for good. 
The expression of "the living Water" to the Samaritan woman, "the leaven of the Pharisees," and "the 
Bread from Heaven," with perhaps many others, seem not to have been understood, and were spoken 
in such a manner as to bear a striking analogy to the figurative expressions of the Old Testament and 
their reception. 

Such, it may be added, is the expression of rebuilding the Temple in three days, which was not 
comprehended. And at twelve years of age, it is said, His parents understood not the saying that He 
spake unto them, but Mary "kept all these sayings in her heart." (Luke ii. 51.) 

And are not the numerous expressions in the Old Testament, which are taken from the Old, and are 
either brought forward in a new meaning, or in alight which opens and expands their fuller meaning, or 
in a light which opens and expands their fuller meaning, of the same kind? for they are made to convey 
a lesson different from what is at first sight perceptible to a careless hearer, such as that of taking the 
lowest place in order that we may gain honor in the presence of those who sit at meat; and that of the 
ApostleEs, to do good to our enemy in order to "heap coals of fire on his head?" And in the Old 
Testament itself are there not passages that refer to this reserve of wisdom? what is the meaning of that 
expression, (in Proverbs xxv. 2.) "It is the glory of GOD to conceal a matter?" Does it not allude to this? 

But what is much to be observed with regard to those expressions of our LORD is, that the not 
understanding of them was considered as matter of reproof, as implying something morally deficient, 
not intellectually. This would, I think, appear to be the case, as for instance, as in the expression of the 
"leaven of the Pharisees," "He saith unto them, Why reason ye because ye have no bread? perceive ye 
not yet, neither understand? have ye your heart yet hardened?" (Mark viii. 17.) 

In St. Matthew the same expression of complaint or rebuke is repeated, "do yet not yet understand?" 
ch. xvi. ver. 9. and "how is it ye do not understand?" (Mark viii. 21.) And in the explanation of the 
parable of the sower, "the understanding" or "not understanding" is spoken of in some higher sense, 



evidently, than that of the mere reception or barren acknowledgement of a Truth; "when any one 
heareth the word and understandeth it not, then cometh the wicked one, and catcheth away that which 
was sown in his heart," where, of course, it cannot be the mere intellectual apprehension, for without 
that it could not be received at all. And again, "but he that received the seed into the good ground, is he 
that heareth the word and understandeth it." (St. Matt. xiii. 23.) 

And in chap. vi. of St. John, when the Jews murmured at the literal expression, and said it was "a hard 
saying," it seems to be implied that it was the teaching of GOD only that could bring them to a better 
mind, so as that they should understand the full meaning of such typical expression, "JESUS answered 
and said, Murmur not among yourselves, no man can come to me, except the Father which hath sent 
me, draw him." "It is written in the prophets, And they shall all be taught of GOD; every man therefore 
that hath heard and hath learned of the Father cometh unto me." 

Again, of the coming of Elijah in the person of John, our SAVIOUR says, "If ye will receive it, this is Elias 
which was for to come." "He that hath ears to hear, let him hear." From which it is evident that it was a 
certain state of the heart which could alone receive it in the sense implied. The Baptist had before 
declared that he was not Elias in the manner that the Jews conceived. 

Add to this that the Disciples are reproved, for not understanding the parables (Matt. xv. 15.) "Then 
answered Peter and said unto Him, Declare unto us his parable. And JESUS said, Are ye also yet without 
understanding? Do not ye yet understand?" 

Again, does not the expression of the Disciples in St. John, (xvi. 29.) "Lo, now speakest thou plainly, and 
speakest no proverb," seem to imply that in our LORD0S usual discourse there had been proverbs which 
they did not understand? 

All of which instances are examples in various degrees of persons "who hear the word of he kingdom 
and understand it not;" and which I would adduce as showing that the want of comprehension was 
indeed a fault in the moral understanding of the hearer; on which supposition alone is grounded the 
argument of the Truth not being fully manifested by our LORD. 

There is another circumstance that will bear upon this subject, that which must be observed on many 
occasions, and perhaps it would lead us to a better comprehension of other points, if it was observed in 
more, viz., our LORD0S custom of answering not the words of the inquirer, but the thoughts in his mind, 
which had prevented his discerning the truth, or of directing His answer to the sentiments which the 
circumstance suggested to others. This must necessarily have rendered His expressions difficult of 
comprehension to some, while at the same time they were beneficial to all, according to the need of 
each. Like the rains from Heaven, or the seasons, in His natural providence, which are not as each 
wishes, or prays for, but as is best for each and for all. This may be perceived in the observations made 
at the feast in LeviEs house, where the company was composed of such different kinds of persons; and 
expressions so pregnant and full of meaning to one, must have been dark sayings to another. 

4. The teaching by Parables. 

I cannot but conceive that there must have been this intention of veiling truth in the Parables. It has 
been said indeed that they render moral truths more plain and easy, as well as more engaging; and that 
this was their purpose. But is this the case? They are easy to us, as all such things seem to be when 
explained; but were they so at the time? Was not the Crucifixion foretold nine times to the Apostles, 
and yet it was said distinctly that they did not understand it, although it does not appear to us, who 
know the circumstances, so difficult? Does not the place where the word parable occurs, often imply 



that this was its meaning or effect? 


Twice in the Psalms it occurs with "dark sayings," Psalm xlix. 4., "I will incline mine ear to a parable, I will 
open my dark sayings upon the harp," and Ps. Ixxviii. 2. quoted expressly to this purpose by St. Matt. ch. 
xiii. verse 35. "I will open my mouth in a parable, I will utter dark sayings of old."EAnd in the prophet 
Ezekiel in the same sense, "They say of me, Doth he not speak parables?" And does not our LORDES 
answer to his Disciples, when they asked him why he taught the people in Parables, prove this? "He 
answered and said unto them, Because it is given unto you to know the mysteries of the kingdom of 
Heaven, but to them it is not given." The whole of which passage at length seems to me to explain this 
view of the subject. And seems, with regard to the Disciples, the same as is said of Moses in Numbers xii. 
"If there be a Prophet among you, I the LORD will make myself known to him in a vision, and will speak 
unto him in a dream. My servant Moses is not so, who is faithful in all mine house. With him will I speak 
mouth to mouth, even apparently, and not in dark speeches." 

The passage just now referred to in the Gospels is the following, "And He said to His disciples privately, 
But blessed are the eyes which see the things which ye see, for I say unto you, that many prophets and 
kings have desired to see the things which ye see, and have not seen them." Those glorious promises 
therefore of the Old Testament were now already thrown upon the world, but only seen by certain 
persons who had "eyes to see." So that those glowing prophetical descriptions of CHRISTES kingdom 
may not imply any great change in the external appearance of the world, as is sometimes supposed, but 
only those high and heavenly privileges which some may value and receive. And the blessings of 
CHRISTES kingdom as contained in the Beatitudes would indicate the same, as confined to persons of a 
certain description and character. 

I think we cannot but be struck at the little direct information that our Blessed Saviour gives to the 
Pharisees and such inquirers; the moving and striking discourses, as they appear to us, are all more or 
less private, such as the prophecies and parables respecting the end of the world and the like, (Matt, 
xxiv. xxv.) and the discourses towards the end of St. JohnEs Gospel. It is in the retired Galilee, that the 
Gospel seems to open with blessings, couched in the half secret though simple forms of the Beatitudes; 
and it is in the crowded Temple at Jerusalem that our LORDES public ministry ends with the opposites 
throughout to those Beatitudes, the woes pronounced on the Jews at Jerusalem. 

In speaking of a Parable as a veil, I would be cautious against mentioning anything as the end proposed 
in the operations of GOD: which, of course, to confine to one end and purpose, we may perceive would 
be quite impossible, as in the works of Nature; I would only say that the Parable did serve this purpose 
among others. Might it not be that the most spiritual and heavenly precepts were thus left to the rude 
and rough world, so that the veil of the figure might still be over them, though disclosing its import to 
any attentive and thoughtful person; performing thus by themselves through the wonderful wisdom of 
GOD, that which He has commanded us to observe, in not "giving that which is holy to the dogs," and 
not "casting pearls before swine." 

This view of a parable as a veil of the truth seems generally confirmed by the Fathers. A Parable is 
explained by Theophylact (see Schleusner) as "a dark saying." Cyril (in the Catechesis vi.) says, "Is it only 
the GOD of the Old Testament who hath blinded the eyes of them that believe not? Hath not JESUS 
Himself said, Etherefore I speak unto them in Parables, that seeing they might not perceive.E Was it 
from hating them that he wished them not to see? Or, was it not that they were unworthy to do so, 
since they had closed their eyes?" and again, the same writer says, "To those who could not hear He 
spoke in parables, and privately expounded them to His disciples. The brightness of glory was for these; 
and blindness for unbelievers." 



Clement of Alexandria says (Stromata, B. vi. p. 676.) "Neither Prophecy nor our Saviour Himself 
promulgated the divine mysteries in such a manner that they might easily be apprehended by all 
persons, but discoursed in Parables. Certainly the Apostles say concerning the LORD, Hit hat He spake all 
things in Parables, and without a Parable spake He not unto them.E" "And even in the law and 
prophets," he adds, "it was He that spake to them in Parables." 

And Chrysostom in like manner. "Had He not wished them to hear and to be saved, He would have been 
silent, and not have spoken in Parables. But by this means He moveth them, by speaking things 
overshadowed and darkened." (Homil. on St. Matt, xiii.) 

5. The manner of our LordEs Miracles,Etheir concealment, &c. 

The miracles of our blessed LORD were the other mode of His teaching mankind and disclosing His 
DivinityEand will not all that has been said forcibly apply to them also? Would it not appear (if I may so 
express myself with reverence) that He walked about, infinitely desirous to communicate good, without 
any limit or measure of His own goodness or power, but yet bound, as it were, in some very wonderful 
manner, by the unfitness of mankind to receive Him? For as He is revealed to us as more than willing to 
forgive, but as it were unable to do so unless we repent; in like manner is He also as desirous to manifest 
Himself to us, but as it were unable to do so, unless we are fitly disposed for it. Is it not very observable 
that the miracles recorded were to the very utmost of the faith of the person seeking relief, but as it 
were unable to go beyond? By a word, and at a distance, if so asked, as in the case of the Centurion: by 
laying on His hand, if the request went to this, as in JairusEs daughter: by a more speedy cure of another 
intervening by touching the hem of His garment, if such the belief; and He is spoken of as unable to 
work miracles (except a few) because they believed not: A very memorable expression, which 
incidentally occurs as marking the sole bounds of His power and will. 

I think it may be considered without doubt as a general rule, that the benefits conferred in the Gospel 
are in a sort of measured proportion according to the faith of the recipient or person engaged, as shown 
by the words of St. Mark, "JESUS said to them that word of His, If thou canst believe," ([to, ei dunasai 
piseteusai,]) and there are many like sayings. There may be some instances which appear to be 
exceptions to this, and in the manifold and incomprehensible ways of GODES wisdom, there may of 
course be these exceptions, and some mode of accounting for them, but this would not affect the 
general rule. But in the second place I doubt, whether any of these exceptions can be made out to be so. 
Take for instance the case of the healing of Malchus; we are perfectly in the dark respecting this 
individual and the state of his mind, excepting so far as the service he was engaged in proves he could 
not have had the highest degree of faith and knowledge. The case of the ten lepers might appear an 
exception, but cannot be proved to be so; it was said to the one, in some especial sense probably, "Thy 
faith hath saved thee." It would seem from this that he had in his case some benefit conferred which the 
others had not; and though the nine had not the gratitude to return thanks, they might have had, under 
the pressure of disease, the faith to trust for help, which would only make it an ordinary case of human 
nature, of good thoughts departing with restored health. And that this faith required was the result of a 
certain state of the heart, and not a mere effort of the feelings or imagination, would be evident from 
the place where the means of acquiring it are spoken of, viz. by prayer and fasting. 

The frequent instances of our LORD forbidding them to mention His miracles, is usually accounted for by 
His not wishing to call the attention of the Jews, and provoke persecution on the one hand, and that the 
people might not make Him a King on the other, for which on more than one occasion we have an 
EvangelistEs authority. But may we not see more in it than this? forbearing to work miracles before 
some persons seems to be like that of keeping from them what was already done. For might it not have 



been that, if such persecution on the part of the Jews were thus brought on prematurely, it would prove 
their more hardened state; He would therefore first of all deal with them more gently, by not showing 
them His full power? This will, I think, appear from the instance in St. Matt, xii, 16, where it is said, that 
"He changed them that they should not make him known," and that in His thus doing, was fulfilled the 
prophecy of Isaiah, in part of which it is said, "He shall not strive nor cry, neither shall any one hear His 
voice in the streets. A bruised reed shall He not break, and the smoking flax shall He not quench, until 
He shall send forth judgment unto victory." The application of which passage to our LORD, introduced 
with reference to His having charged them not to make Him known, would seem to imply, that it was 
from great tenderness towards them, that our LORD would not disclose Himself. And this will appear 
also from a circumstance that occurs immediately afterwards in the narration, when on our LORD0S 
casting out a devil, and the people being greatly astonished, the Pharisees on "hearing" of it, attributed 
it to the prince of the devils. And upon this, we know, follows that most awful and earnest admonition, 
as if by this circumstance they had come to the edge of the precipice from which He had been 
endeavouring to save them, the sin against the HOLY GHOST. For they might have doubted the reality of 
GOD0S revelation, and have seen only the Son of Man, and still have repented; but if they allowed the 
miracles, which must be divine, and still continued in unbelief, they were in a state of heart that could 
neither repent nor be forgiven. If the manifestation of Divinity is made to them, and they still disbelieve, 
nothing more can be done. All sin is forgiven which is repented of; but to see GOD Himself revealed, and 
to deny Him, is a state in which all principle is gone; there can therefore, perhaps, be no repentance; we 
are sure there is no forgiveness. Might it not be to prevent their falling into this sin against the HOLY 
GHOST, that so much was done to keep the knowledge from them, till all means might be tried gently to 
lead them? It may be remarked, that this twice takes place: that after our LORD charged them not to 
declare the miracle, on the next occasion the Pharisees bring this charge of casting out devils by the 
prince of the devils; the one alluded to in the xiith of St. Matt., another in the xith. 

And if we take the instance of those miracles which appear to have been the most public, those, for 
instance, of the loaves and fishes, with 5000 persons on one occasion, and 4000 on the other partaking 
of them; even here it would appear as if there was somehow a sort of secret character about the 
miracle, for the multitudes were afterwards following our SAVIOUR, because they ate the bread, but not 
considering the miracle; and of the disciples themselves, of whom it is said, (by some doubtless very 
important coincidence of expression by the four Evangelists on both occasions,) that they distributed 
the bread as it grew in their hands, it is said immediately after on the sea, that they considered not the 
miracle. It was not, therefore, even on this public occasion like an overpowering sign from heaven, but 
the Divine agency even here retiring in some degree from view, as in His natural providence. 

One must be cautious not to appear to limit the intention of Divine Wisdom by any interpretation, and, 
indeed, Chrysostom on St. Matt. viii. gives another purpose to the words [hora medeni eipes], "see that 
thou tell no man," (and also, I think, does he on another occasion,) which he considers as a lesson to us 
in all our good works to avoid the praise and even the knowledge of men. But thankfully acknowledging 
this lesson does not prevent our seeing other purposes also. For it is evident that another, a deeper and 
higher meaning, was sometimes (if not always) contained in it, as when our LORD told His disciples not 
to declare who He was. And at another time, when the devils were commanded not to make Him 
known. And on these occasions it is much to be observed, that it is the Divinity of our Lord, or any thing 
that would indicate Divine power, such as the Transfiguration, which they were commanded not to 
divulge. 

All these things tend to confirm the supposition that our LORD0S manifesting Himself was accompanied 
with very great and singular danger, and this is born out by expressions such as these, "If I had not come 
and spoken unto them, they had not had sin;" and, "If I had not done among them the works which non 



other man did, they had not had sin;" and we know that the places of our LORD0S peculiar abode, and 
the scene of His mighty works, Capernaum and Bethsaida, were brought into a condition so fearful, that 
as to the former it will be more tolerable for Sodom in the day of judgment. If, therefore, such great 
guilt was incurred by witnessing our SAVIOUR0S miracles and preaching, may we not reasonably 
suppose that the withholding the full evidence of His power was in mercy intended to keep them back 
from so awful a state? It may also be observed, persons who come before us as most accepted, are 
those who have had least advantages, the Centurion, the Canaanitish woman, the good Samaritan, the 
returning leper, (also a Samaritan,) the thief on the cross; on the contrary, the Levite in the parable, is 
only not so bad as the priest; out of those admitted nearest to our LORD the Judas is found. 

In accordance to all this, viz., that withholding the sign or greater manifestation was out of great 
tenderness to them, is that circumstance which is mentioned, when they asked a sign of Him, "He sighed 
deeply in spirit." And on other occasion our SAVIOUR pointed out the manner in which they should have 
arrived at the truth, in the same way of probably evidence by which they judged of things in Nature, that 
they knew the signs of the weather, whether it would be fine or cloudy. And, indeed their continual 
asking for a sign, when such wonderful miracles were being abundantly performed, seems 
extraordinary, for it cannot but occur to one, What greater sign could they have? And the circumstance 
of their thus asking seems to prove that the miracles or the greatness of them was rather out of their 
sight. And what is much to be noticed is, that although our LORD0S divinity was thus, as it were, 
concealed from the indifferent and careless observer, yet from any serious attention to the miracles, 
even in the accounts we have, the fulness of divine power is clearly discernible, as in the expression, 
[thelo, katharistheti], "I will, be thou clean," and many others, and in that power which is the attribute 
of GOD alone, so frequently exerted, reading the thoughts, [ate echon ophthalmous kardias 
dialogismous blepontas], "as having eyes which behold the thoughts of the heart," as Origen says of the 
words, [idon dialogismous], "seeing their thoughts." Indeed, it has been well shown in some vases, and 
in many other it may clearly be noticed, so as to carry the fullest conviction to any one desires to know 
the truth, that by an attention to our LORD0S actions and the manner of His speaking, we may perceive 
strong and lively indications of His divinity. Observe, for instance, the Sermon on the Mount. "Think not 
that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets, I am not come to destroy;" and that expression 
frequently repeated, "For I say unto you," which considering they were spoken with reference to the law 
of Moses, it seems almost blasphemous to suppose could be spoken by one less than Divine. 

On the occasion of their requiring a sign, though they are told with such sorrow and earnestness, that no 
sign should be given to that generation, yet St. Matthew twice inserts an exception, "excepting the sign 
of the prophet Jonas." 

The only sign which they should receive, namely, "the sign of Jonas," which was thus promised them, 
cannot but convey to us, who know to what it applied, something very awful; for it was, that they should 
have no sign such as they wanted, but should have one which they themselves would bring about in 
condemning Him, a sign which would show the enormity of their guilt, that they had done no less than 
put to death the SON of GOD. 

And will not the solemn answer of Abraham to the rich man bear much on this point? We are inclined to 
say they will repent if they have this or that warning; but this mournful prophecy has declared 
otherwise, for one can scarce help thinking of it as conveying a prophetic intimation of the Resurrection 
and its reception. It was a mercy, therefore, that no one was sent to them from the dead, for otherwise 
they would have been worse. May not this be said also of the Jews, to whom the manifestation of the 
Resurrection publicly was not vouchsafed? And it is to be observed, that the very commencement of the 
plot against our SAVIOUR0S life, was the report of his raising Lazarus from the dead. (St. John xi. 45.) 



"But some of them went their way to the Pharisees, and told them what thing JESUS had done. Then 
gathered the chief priests and the Pharisees a council;" and the object of this council was to put Him to 
death. Certainly a most astonishing fact, as leading to the development of this fearful phenomena in the 
human mind, that the circumstance, which of all conceivable should have been most to their wealth, 
was to them an occasion of falling. I would speak with caution on such a subject, but if, on other 
occasions, our LORDES being troubled was from causes of this kind, may not this explain our LORDES 
personal deportment (so to speak,) on that occasion, as proceeding from the very fearful nature of such 
a miracle to those who should witness it. (v. 38) "JESUS therefore again groaning in himself cometh to 
the grave." We naturally watch for some expression to give us some clue to the cause of this distress, 
and in the next verse but one, we read, "JESUS saith unto her, (Martha) Said I not unto thee, that, if thou 
wouldest believe, thou shouldest see the glory of GOD?" And, indeed, one cannot but remark, that the 
preparation, as it were, for this miracle, was a gentle leading or drawing on of Martha, the weaker sister, 
to this fulness of belief which was necessary: first of all a confession of our SaviourEs power is elicited 
from her, great indeed, but inadequate, "I know, that even now, whatsoever thou wilt ask of GOD, GOD 
will give it Thee." But our LORD proceeds afterwards to declare to her His own inherent Divinity, "I am 
the Resurrection and the Life," and a full confession is required, "Believest thou this?" 

In addition to these two circumstances, viz. the performing of miracles, only in proportion to menEs 
faith, and the withholding the knowledge of them, there is another point, which requires to be 
considered, that of certain persons only being admitted on some occasions, and others excluded. We do 
not of course suppose that it was from any partiality to the three disciples thus favoured, but in divine 
love and wisdom, alike for their good and that of all. We are reasonably led to inquire, why, in one 
instance recorded, that of JairusEs daughter, he put them all out but those three disciples, and the 
father, (who had asked and worshipped Him) and the mother? We shall find one thing mentioned in all 
these accounts, that may explain it, viz. it is said, "they laughed Him to scorn." It seems probable from 
this, that our LORD knew they were not of a temper of heart fitted to witness such a miracles without 
injury to themselves. 

On the other occasion, that of the Transfiguration, we are naturally inclined to ask, why it is stated, in all 
three accounts, so particularly in connexion with a certain conversation, which took place about a week 
before? The "six days" of St. Matthew and St. Mark, and the "eight days" of St. Luke, perhaps imply that 
it was on the same day in the following week: whether it was on our Sunday, or there was any other 
circumstance that rendered the day, on which these two great events occurred, remarkable. That 
discourse, so noticed as preceding this event, was the confession of St. Peter; from which it would 
appear that it was this testimony so blessed of our LORD, that rendered them now meet to be, as St. 
Peter expresses it in his second Epistle, "eye witnesses of His majesty." 

And may there not be something more in it, than what we should call a mere accidental circumstance, 
that, on our LORDES appearing to the assembled disciples on the evening of the Resurrection, that one 
of them who was most slow of belief was not present? I trust also it will not be considered fanciful, to 
apply to this view of the subject the remarkable difference in the tone (if I may so speak reverently) of 
our LORDES conversation, after the departure of Judas at the last supper: and also the high and divine 
subjects of the discourse which ensues, independently of its free and affectionate character. Again, in 
that most interesting narrative of the circumstances which occurred to two of them as they were going 
to Emmaus, (which St. Luke records) we shall be supplied with another instance of this caution, in not 
revealing the truth, excepting so far as there was a great disposed to seek out and embrace it: "And they 
approached to the village whither they went, and He made as though He would have gone farther, and 
they constrained Him," on which, we read, He went in to abide with them, and revealed Himself to 
them. From which it would appear, that he would have gone away, and left them, if they had not 



evinced this desire to retain Him. 


There is another incident, in which there might be something of the same kind; it is in one of those 
interesting incidental observations in which St. Mark abounds, where, in describing the account of our 
SAVIOUR0S walking on the sea, and their alarm at seeing Him, he adds, [kai ethele parelthein autous], 
"and he would have passed by them," but when in their fear they cried out, then he immediately talked 
with them. 

To which may be applied the remark of St. Chrysostom on another occasion, when they besought Him to 
depart from their coasts: we read, "He entered into a ship and passed over;" to which St. Chrysostom 
adds, [akontas gar ou sophronidzei], "for the unwilling he does not instruct;" and [ekbletheis ouk 
anteteine, allE anechorese], "and "when cast out He resisted not, but retired." There are examples, or 
perhaps typical intimations of the same mode of acting, which might be pointed out in the Old 
Testament, in which it would appear that GOD was "waiting to be gracious," but waiting til something 
should be done on the part of man, to accept his deliverance. Thus, when the angel appeared unto 
Moses in the bush, we read, "and Moses said, I will now turn aside, and see this great sight, why the 
bush is not burnt. And when the Lord saw that he turned aside, GOD called unto him." (Exod. iii. 3, 4.) It 
is also to be observed, that even those miracles in the Old Testament, which we might suppose most 
public and open, were not entirely of this character; thus in the striking of the rock it is said, "The Lord 
said unto Moses, Go on before the people, and take with thee the elders of Israel," (Exod. xvii. 5.) which 
might be compared with the miracle of the loaves dispensed by the disciples, as referred to above. 

6. Some incidents which seem to imply the same reserve. 

In addition to the parables, and miracles, are there not events in the Gospel, which are similar in their 
effect to those difficult expressions before alluded to, such as convey a high and heavenly meaning 
beyond the letter? I do not allude to any mere fanciful interpretations, but to events such as to a plain 
attentive reader would suggest immediate moral and spiritual intentions and instructions; as perhaps 
that of St. Peter walking on the sea, which seems in many points typical or prophetical of his fall; and the 
miraculous draught of fishes, recorded in the 5th of St. Luke, when the disciples, as it appears, had been 
previously called, and were now again at their worldly employments, by which action they seem to be 
significantly taught, that, though they had to relinquish their means of livelihood to follow our SAVIOUR, 
they need not fear to do so, and that, as fishers of men, they need not despair, though their efforts 
might long seem unavailing. Such also was the withering of the fig tree, and the bearing of the cross 
after Him. These evidently contained hidden wisdom, not palpable, nor seen or acknowledged at the 
time, if at all. They seem to be quite of the nature and character of dark and difficult sayings, conveying 
instruction by a kind of metaphor, or similitude, in the same way. And in both, the full meaning was a 
secret to those to whom it was first spoken. Such are remarkably in unison with events in the Old 
Testament, as, e.g., the offering up of Isaac. The instances mentioned appear obvious ones--they may be 
but glimpses, which we perceive, of a great system. Add to these the Sabbath day being selected by our 
LORD for His miracles of mercy. How much is signified in this, to a thoughtful observer! Indeed no less 
than all the Gospel, as contained within, and rising out of the law, and the latter departing away. 

7. Our LORD spoken of by others,Eland speaking of Himself. 

May we not also, from the expressions of other respecting our SAVIOUR, see allusions to this awful and 
mysterious wisdom, and which indicate that He was in the habit of concealing, in a remarkable manner. 
His divine power and majesty, excepting so far as persons might be found capable of receiving it? Such is 
the expostulation of His brethren: "No man doeth any thing in secret, and he himself seeketh to be 



known openly; if thou do these things, shew thyself to the world." And not his unbelieving brethren 
only, but the unbelieving Jews at Jerusalem also say, "How long makest thou us to doubt? if thou be the 
Christ, tell us plainly." All of which cannot but forcibly remind us of passages in the Old Testament, such 
as where the angel (or, as it would appear, more than an angel) says to Manoah, "Why askest thou my 
name, seeing it is secret?" (or wonderful;) and to Israel, "Why askest thou my name?" and in Isaiah, (xlv. 
15.) "Verily thou art a GOD that hidest thyself, 0 GOD of Israel, the SAVIOUR." And, though GOD hath 
appeared out of Sion in perfect beauty, yet "clouds and darkness are round about Him." So that, 
although the beloved disciple could say, "we have seen His glory," yet to the world He hath "no form nor 
comeliness." (Origen.) 

Origen has, I think, observed, that, although false Christs should arise, saying, "I am CHRIST, and I am 
CHRIST," yet that our LORD does not openly profess, or proclaim Himself as such. And the constant open 
designation of Himself as "the Son of Man," is to be noticed, for it might be thought, here is the common 
admission which those, who wish to deny the Godhead of CHRIST, might most desire. And will it not be 
seen, by examining the passages where our LORD most fully declared His Divinity, that it was, as it were, 
(so to speak) forced from Him by others, and followed by violence? And when indeed the most full 
declaration was at last extorted from Him, by the adjuration of the high priest, the consequences which 
ensued were, we know, dreadful beyond example, for it was the beginning of the great crime. But on 
the other hand, any thing approaching to an acknowledgment of divine power in our SAVIOUR seems to 
be followed by some signal blessing, as in the case of the Centurion, &c. and the full confession still 
more so in the case of St. Peter; no one else seems to have made this, others acknowledged our 
SAVIOUR as the Son of David, or as the CHRIST, not knowing what it imported. It is worthy of attentive 
observation, that the acknowledgement is from the devils, (see Mark iii.) when He strictly charged them 
not to divulge it. As if to see, and acknowledge, without suitable reverence, was a state utterly hopeless. 

From all which it may be gathered, that it was indeed of infinite importance, that they should see and 
believe that He was the CHRIST; but, that it was of no less infinite importance, that He should not 
Himself declare it to them. If, when they required the sign, the stronger miraculous attestation, He 
groaned deeply in spirit; so, on the contrary, when Peter acknowledged Him to be the CHRIST, the SON 
of GOD, (from which conversation it would appear that He had never Himself told them that He was,) 
then came down that blessing, which ceases not, and never shall cease. And it has been observed, (by 
Origen) that, as St. Matthew is the only one of the three Evangelists, who records the expression, "Thou 
art the SON of GOD," in addition to "Thou art the CHRIST," so he is the only one of the three who 
records the blessing, and that this was revealed to Peter "not of flesh and blood, but of GOD," as if this 
latter expression of our SAVIOUR0S, had a reference to that declaration of His Divinty [sic!] on the part 
of St. Peter. 

The only mode, therefore, of arriving at the truth was by means of that moral inference, under the 
influence of GODEs good Spirit, which arises from that probably evidence, which He has given us as the 
guide of life: in the same way that we have in natural truths. This was the mode pointed out to the Jews, 
and such appears to have been the vase with the Virgin herself, of whom it is said, [Mariam suneterei 
tauta sumballousa te kardia autes], "Mary kept to herself these things, pondering them together in her 
heart," and on another occasion, [he meter dieterei panta ta hremata tauta en te kardia autes], "His 
mother kept throughout all these words in her heart;" the same which St. Paul has pointed out as the 
way to heavenly wisdom, "comparing thing spiritual with spiritual," and thus arriving at what is 
sometimes called the [plerophoria], the full accumulation gathered from probable evidence to the full 
assurance of faith. 

As if in the same manner, as in natural events or worldly matters, we gather this fulness of assurance 



from the recurrence or repetition of many single circumstances, so also a divinely illuminated mind, in 
the course of practical obedience, necessarily must accumulate numerous facts which necessarily lead 
to certain conclusion, or convictions of divine truth, so as to be open to the heart, and full reception of 
higher knowledge, when presented to it; the numerous circumstances, on which such evidence is built, 
being perfectly unknown to the careless, and disobedient; which of course would explain how such 
conviction is entirely moral. 

This view of the subject seems to explain, and itself to be explained by, the BaptistEs sending his 
disciples when he was in prison, to our SAVIOUR, and our LORDES reply to them. As John came to bear 
testimony to our LORD, and some of his disciples had already followed our SAVIOUR on that testimony, 
the Baptist must naturally have desired, that the others should do the same, particularly now on his 
approaching death; and, according to this mode of divine teaching, would have been desirous to leave it 
to them to see and believe according to the strong moral evidence set before them. For if John 
expresses no belief in His being the CHRIST, nor does our SAVIOUR on the other hand declare Himself to 
be so; the Baptist tells them not it is the CHRIST, but sends them to see: and our LORD declares not that 
He is the CHRIST, but points to His works. 

For we can hardly suppose, I think, that the Baptist, to whose testimony our LORD himself so strongly 
appealed, could have had any doubts himself. That John the BaptistEs sending in that manner might 
have naturally occasioned such a supposition on the part of the persons present, and that our LORD 
intended to correct that erroneous impression, appears to me to be the meaning of what our blessed 
LORD says on the occasion; as if (Matt, xi.) in that passage which commences with the words "what 
went ye out for to see," something of this kind was implied, "Thin not the BaptistEs faith is shaken; you 
yourselves went to see him, you well knew his character, that it was not liable to wavering, like the reed 
of his own desert. But, perhaps, you think his own sufferings, or my lowly appearance, have shaken this 
belief. He was not, you well knew, (for you have seen him) a person like this, one who looked on 
personal exterior, whom a kingEs court could have dazzled, or subsequent misfortune shake. Such a 
man as that you would not have to see in the desert; was he not a prophet, yea, indeed, and more? Do 
not think, therefore, that he himself has any doubt or wavering." 

And at the same time they are told that, if they could receive it, this was the foretold Elijah; which seems 
to prove two things, first, that, if he was that great prophet, he could be no doubtful testimony, and 
secondly, that it required a certain disposition of heart to receive him as such. 

And our blessed LORD Himself describes this peculiarity in His own mode of teaching, as in the parable 
of the new cloth added to the old, and the new wine received into the old bottles, which appears to 
indicate the exceeding danger of the Gospel being received into the unregenerate heart of the old man, 
and such fatal consequences as our LORDES manner of teaching was calculated to avert. And even to 
the disciples themselves at the last, He thus speaks, "I have many things to say unto you, but ye cannot 
bear them now." In all which our LORD appears as morally dealing with mankind in the same was as He 
supplies the necessities of all His creatures in His natural providence, ministering to all their meats in 
due season, and also according to the wants of each, and as they were able to bear it. 

There is a tradition (mentioned I think by Origen) highly interesting from the moral reflections it 
suggests, that our LORD was in the habit of appearing to different beholders in a different personal 
form. Whether there is any evidence for the truth of such a statement or not, it is clear, that the very 
different feelings with which He would be looked upon, from those of the deepest adoration and love, 
to those of Pharisaical contempt, would, in fact, in the eyes of mankind have invested him with the 
greatest imaginable difference of exterior, which might have given rise to such a report. Indeed the 



same writer makes this application of it, "The Word," he says, "hath different forms, appearing unto 
each beholder in the way beneficial to him, and being manifested unto no one, beyond what he that 
beholdeth Him can receive." (Origen, Comment. St. Matt. tom. xii. 36.) 

8. The instructions to the Disciples, and their conduct illustrating the same. 

Again, do not our LORD0S instructions to His disciples, when they were sent forth to preach, convey 
throughout something of the same impression, that they were not to press the truth beyond what men 
were willing to receive, and imply the awful state of those, to whom it had been spoken, as may be seen 
at length in the 10th chapter of St. Luke? Again, the word [matheteusate panta ta ethne, baptizontes] is 
to be remarked, as of course it implies something different from "teach all nations," as if it was not to be 
the mere communicating of knowledge, but rather, the training them, and making them disciples; and it 
is observable, that the same expression is also applied to the apostles in the Acts, xiv. 21, 
[matheteusantes], "having made disciples." And these remarks derive an additional force from 
something of this kind being observable in their conduct, as when St. Peter in raising Tabitha first "put 
them all forth." Athanasius speaks of them as observing the same reserve which is here noticed in our 
LORD respecting His Divinity. In his answer to the Arians, who urge that the apostles spoke of our 
SAVIOUR, as of a man, as when St. Paul says at Athens, "by the Man whom he hath ordained," and St. 
Stephen, "I see the Son of Man standing." To this says Athanasius, "Because the apostles used these 
words, did they consider that CHRIST was only a man and nothing more? GOD forbid! Let such a thought 
never enter the mind. But this they did as wise master-builders and dispensers of the mysteries of GOD; 
not without a good reason for doing so."0"With much wisdom the blessed apostles first declared to the 
Jews what concerned the human nature only of our LORD: in other that, when they had thoroughly 
persuaded them from the manifest miracles that had taken place that CHRIST had come, they might 
afterwards lead them on to faith in His divine nature, showing that the works which had taken place 
were not those of a man, but of GOD." [Athanasius de Senten. Dionys. 8.] 

9. The same system in the Epistles. 

And now, if this view of the subject be correct with respect to the Old Testament, and the Gospels, may 
we not reasonably expect to find the same Spirit dealing with us in the same manner in the Epistles? 
And if we find what we might consider obscurities in the former, which had the effect of misleading the 
unwary and inconsiderate, as the prophecy of Elijah, those of the supposed temporal kingdom, and 
perhaps the expression of the sword, misunderstood by St. Peter: we know also from the authority of an 
apostle, that there are things hard to be understood in the Epistles of St. Paul, which are "wrested to 
their own destruction by the unwary." May we not suppose that the difficulties in the Epistles were 
intended to answer the same purpose as the figures of the Old Testament, and the parables of the New? 
Such was the opinion of Origen, who on the Epistle to the Romans thus writes: 

"It must be observed, as a general truth, that, where it is the purpose to throw a veil over, and not 
openly to set forth the sentiments of truth, whether it be by the Spirit of CHRIST speaking in the 
prophets, or by His word in the apostles, there is often a confusion (or obscurity) in the diction, and the 
order of the sentiments is not clear and unbroken, to prevent those who are unworthy from discovering, 
to the condemnation of their souls, things which it is for their good should be concealed from them. And 
hence it is oftentimes the case that there appears a want of order and connexion in different parts of 
Scripture, especially, as we said before, in the Prophetical and Apostolical parts. And in the latter, 
especially in the Epistle to the Romans, in which things concerning the law are spoken of, and in such 
different ways, and under such different circumstances, that it might have appeared as if St. Paul had 
not the object of that Epistle distinctly before his mind in writing it." 



But with regard to the Epistles, as confirming these opinions, the subject would be too long to enter 
upon further than just to notice the many passages in them, in which the Apostle speaks of his care not 
to impart divine knowledge to those, who are not worthy to receive it. 

A full and adequate reason for this withdrawing, and withholding of divine truth, might be shown in 
passages which speak of the great danger of a revelation of GOD to man, as a savour of death, as well as 
a savour unto life. If fire the the figure under which the Holy Ghost is spoken of, it is alluded to under 
both its properties, to cheer and give life, and also to consume. The Baptist, who foretold our 
SAVIOUR0S manifestation as baptizing with fire, spoke also of the fire unquenchable, which should burn 
the chaff; and the pillar of fire, which was the strength of the Israelite, was the destruction of the 
Egyptian. Is it not said of Tophet, "the breath of the LORD like a stream of brimstone doth kindle it?" In 
all His moral dealing, therefore it is the same mercy which said to Moses, "Go down, charge the people, 
lest they break through unto the LORD to gaze, and many of them perish." (Exod. xix. 21.) "For our GOD 
is a consuming fire." (Heb. xii. 29.) 

10. Passages in Scripture on the other side explained. 

There is one passage in Holy Scripture, which has occurred to me as at first sight appearing contrary to 
the whole of this argument, where in the Book of Proverbs it is said, "Wisdom crieth without; she 
uttereth her voice in the streets, she crieth in the chief place of concourse, in the openings of the gates, 
in the city she uttereth her words, saying." But, on a little consideration, it will be seen to fall in with, 
and confirm the view we have taken. For of this whole description in the Book of Proverbs, Bishop Butler 
has remarked, that it may be questioned, wither it was most intended as applicable to prudence in our 
temporal affairs, or to that wisdom, which is purely religious and heavenly. To him, therefore, who was a 
beginner, or who had not yet entered into the school of CHRIST, it would speak of this temporal wisdom; 
the higher sense would be to him a secret, concealed under the other, as by the veil; but to the heavenly 
minded it would open the higher meaning, the deeper treasures of divine Wisdom. So that it would 
really appear the same as that Wisdom, of which it is said in another place, that she walks at first in 
difficult and trying ways, and not shewing her secrets, but to those whom she hath proved and found 
worthy. "She goeth about seeking such as are worthy of her, shewing herself favourably unto them in 
the ways, and meeting them in every thought." (Wisdom xi.) And of course the passage from the Book of 
Proverbs means that there is no one living but to whom Wisdom speaks, a voice that tells him of 
something better, which he ought to do, than what he does, which the very nature of probation implies; 
but until he follows this first voice, the higher and better Wisdom is hid from him. But, however this may 
be, we know it was said of Him who was Wisdom itself, and "the light that lighteth every one that 
cometh into the world," "that He should not cry nor lift up His voice in the street." 

Another passage has been suggested to the writer, as appearing to militate against some of the 
foregoing inferences,Ethe expression of our LORD0S "compel them to come in, that my house may be 
full." But the meaning of that parable seems to be that, on the Jews refusing the Gospel, the Gentiles 
would be forced to enter, that the Church throughout the world might be full. And it rather therefore 
seems to imply the mode of GOD0S dealing with the world at present (which will be noticed afterwards), 
contrary to all His former dispensations, when all men are as it were forced to come in. While, at the 
same time, of the spiritual kingdom, it may be always "that the violent take it by force." 

Another expression is also to be explained; the Jews say, (John xii. 27.) "We know this man whence he is, 
but when CHRIST cometh, no man knoweth whence He is. Then cried JESUS in the Temple, as He taught, 
saying, Ye know me, and ye know whence I am." This might seem at first contrary to the view here 
taken. But in reconciling this passage with that in the following chapter, where our LORD says, (chap. viii. 



19.) "Ye neither know me, nor my Father," Origen shows in his Commentary, that the former alludes to 
our LORDES human nature, to which the Jews were referring, but the latter to His Divinity. 

11. Confirmed by the analogy of GodEs present dealings with mankind. 

The whole history of this, the AlmightyEs mode of revealing Himself, is the circumstance which has been 
matter of offence to the unbeliever, asking for a sign. And perhaps it is different to preconceived 
expectations, such as we might have been led to form of ourselves: for instance, we might have thought, 
that the evidence of the Resurrection would have been more public, and the like. It is therefore, as in 
solving all other difficulties in the history of revelation, very satisfactory to show, how remarkably 
consistent all this is what what we see in the analogy of GODES Providence, in our own experience of His 
dealing with us in His moral government, which we discern, as now going on. 

A good man, however illiterate, has his faith established by a daily accumulating weight of evidence, 
which may perhaps be considered as equivalent to the testimony of the senses in the case of any of our 
LORDES miracles. A weight of evidence which is perfectly unknown to the infidel and thoughtless, 
however intellectually superior; it is the path of the just, brightening in the clearness of his faith to the 
perfect day. 

It seems as if this kind of evidence might be considered as joined on to the former (as being in our case 
the substitution for it, and yet acting in a similar manner upon this point), by that singular fact, which 
Origen mentioned, (against Celsus, p. 5) that the traces (or steps) of those miracles were still remaining 
in his day among those, who lived according to the precepts of the word of GOD. So that the moral 
evidence, which a good man ordinarily has, arose at that time to the more sensible evidence of miracles, 
in the same manner as good persons were admitted to a closer and more intimate knowledge of our 
LORDES works, and the manifestation of Himself. 

At the same time we must not speak as if we considered that a sensible manifestation of the Divine 
Presence, or Power, appeared to be the highest reward, or crown and end of a good and obedient faith; 
but rather, perhaps, it may be a help vouchsafed to those, who are desirous to be led on to something 
better, and require such assistance. Indeed, where St. Peter speaks of the manifestation of our LORDEs 
person, and the hearing of His voice, with both of which he had been so singularly honoured, he speaks 
of such testimony of the senses, as something less sure than the word of Prophecy, and this latter but as 
the "light shining in a dark place," compared with "the day-star arising in the heart," whatever this may 
be explained to be. Add to which, we know that St. John himself had not the earliest sensible and direct 
evidence of our LORDES Resurrection; and that he needed not this assurance, but had the more especial 
blessing of having believed, though he had not seen, perhaps a blessing, which was no other than that, 
which belongs to the pure in heart, that they shall see GOD; for, surely, if this blessing of seeing GOD be 
one, which, in the manifold application of Scripture, refers to this life, as well as to the next, we have 
abundant evidence in the writings of St. John, of its having been singularly fulfilled in him, as well in the 
habitual turn of his own mind, as in those higher and more divine revelations, to which he was admitted. 

It may well be supposed that the disciple, who lay upon His LORDEs breast, had the fulness of His 
Divinity (so to speak) disclosed to him in a signal and singular degree. This is obvious throughout his 
Gospel and Epistles. As Chrysostom says at the commencement of the former, "He beginneth not, like 
the rest, from below, but from above," so may it be said does he continue throughout. We may suppose 
him to have remembered, and dwelt upon, in a way to have almost absorbed every other thought, those 
of his MasterEs words, which fully showed him to be the Son of God. And this might be traced, with 
much interest, to some little particulars, perhaps, in his Gospel, some manifest, but as it were incidental 



indications, which were such as this Evangelist might alone have noticed; and with these we might 
compare or contrast some observations respecting St. Peter. It gives a very peculiar interest to the 
Gospel of St. Mark (which is supposed to have been St. PeterEs,) that the very minute, and apparently 
unimportant remarks, with which it abounds, are many of them respecting our LORDES own personal 
demeanour. Such as, twice that "He was angry;" that "He was moved with pity;" that "He marvelled;" 
that "He groaned" on two occasions; that "He loved" the young man; twice that He took children into 
His arms; that he was asleep on a pillow. Several observations of kind occur in a few chapters, where the 
substance of the account seems often taken from another Gospel; many of them such as, humanely 
speaking, none but one admitted to a very intimate approach to our LORDES person, as St. Peter was, 
could have observed. And all this is exactly what we should have supposed of St. Peter during this 
period, a most earnest watchfulness respecting every shade of expression, which might have appeared 
on our LORDES countenance, and the most apparently trivial of His actions observed, and remembered. 
For, when he speaks, in his second Epistle, of their "having been eye witnesses of His majesty, and 
"having heard the voice of GOD bearing testimony to Him," he speaks like one, who had felt at the time 
the need of such confirmation, or at all events was much supported by such divine attestation. And 
these casual remarks, which have been mentioned, are indications of a state of mind, in which his eyes 
were intensely bent on "the Son of Man," while GOD the Father was gradually revealing to him that, 
which "flesh and blood had not told." A blessed and high state of faith and acceptance; but we are 
supposing it to have been something less than that of St. John. The faith of the latter, needing no 
manifestation, may be compared to that of Abraham, who, requiring no proof of GODES favour, as it is 
more than once recorded, at the place of his sojourn "builded an altar unto the LORD, and called on His 
name." Whereas the faith of Jacob required some attestation of the Divine Presence with him: "If GOD 
will keep me, and I come again to my fatherEs house, then shall the LORD be my GOD." To acknowledge 
the indications of GODES presence in the proofs he gives us of His favour is acceptable to Him, but not 
to need such sensible proofs would appear to be more so. 

But to return from this digression. In addition to all that has been said, it must be remarked, that, when 
our LORD was most exposed to the view of the unbelieving multitude, it was, by the Providence of GOD, 
at a time when His Divinity was most shrouded, as it were, by the veil of human suffering; if it be true (as 
I think Origen says) that His Divinity was the last truth the perfect man came to know, and CHRIST 
crucified the first taught. And this is according to the whole analogy of the Gospel narrative, wherein he 
is drawing first of all "by the cords of a man, with the bands of love," until able to disclose His Godhead. 
Therefore they were capable of being forgiven, because "they did it ignorantly," as St. Peter says, and 
our LORD could pray for them, as "not knowing what they did." Would it otherwise have been the sin 
against the HOLY GHOST? (I ask not curiously, but for our profit.) Certainly we cannot but be struck with 
the effects which ensued, when the Divine power was more manifested and acknowledged, as in the 
case of Ananias and Sapphira, and in that of the sorcerer. 

12. Subsequent manifestations of CHRISTES presence in His Church. 

One ought to pursue such a subject with caution, but if we consider the manifestations which God has 
subsequently been pleased to make to mankind, it may be observed that, as a right holding of the 
sacraments, and the acknowledgment of GODES presence in them, is the mark and sign of a healthful 
Church, which the history of the Church will warrant us in supposing; so it appears that, when religion 
has been decaying in the minds of men, GOD has either allowed His divine presence to be hid from 
them, by the errors of the Roman Catholics on the one side, which would have the effect of a veil, like a 
type and figure, in concealing His presence under a low and carnal notion; or has left men to deny that 
presence altogether, (as Protestants are inclined to do,) so that a sacrament would be to them no 
sacrament, as far as the Divine power is displayed in itEbut merely like a picture, or representation of 



our SAVIOURES sufferingsEno more. Nor in this view are we at all considering it s if GOD was the author 
of evil, but rather as seeing His hand controlling the errors of men, and judicially present, as so often 
represented, even in their wickedness. At all events it would seem to be an instance of the same kind as 
those enumerated "He did not miracles because of their unbelief,"Eit is precisely the same in effect. He 
is among us, and our eyes are holden, and we know it not, or, as St. John says, (ch. xii. 36) "These things 
spake JESUS, and departed, and did hide himself from them." 


PART II. 

THE EXAMPLE OF OUR LORDES LIFE CONFIRMED BY HIS MORAL GOVERNMENT. 

1. That all Moralists consider vice and virtue as states of darkness and light. 

THE object of the former inquiry was, to ascertain whether, in the history of our SAVIOURES life, there 
does not appear a very remarkable reserve in the communication of Divine Truth. It is now intended to 
carry on the same inquiry, and to show that there are strong indications of something extremely 
analogous to this in His moral government. 

This is so much the case, that, if it maybe said of our LORD in the days of His humiliation, that He went 
about exceedingly desirous to disclose Himself; but that, nevertheless, He did, in a very remarkable 
manner, hide and conceal Himself from the view of those who were not desirous to know Him. So may 
it, in like manner, be stated in the same words respecting our moral nature, that there are clear 
indications that he is therein going about, exceedingly desirous to disclose Himself; but that, 
nevertheless, He does, in a very remarkable manner, hide and conceal Himself from the view of those 
who are not desirous to retain Him in their knowledge. 

In proof of this, the first point which I would adduce is the fact,Ethat all the best moral writers, whether 
sacred or profane, speak of a state of probation, as being one of increasing moral light, or of increasing 
darkness; that a good life is, in some especial sense, one of advancement in knowledge, and an evil life, 
of growing and progressive ignorance. 

AristotleEs system is a sufficient instance of this. In the state of ignorance which is considered wrong 
and blameable, there are two degrees; one, the ignorance of a general principle, such, perhaps, as may 
be instanced in that action of the disciples, when they were blamed in that they knew not of what spirit 
they were of; the other, the very proof of viciousness in character, by which men become utterly 
depraved, as was, perhaps, the case of the Jews. The first, like a spot on the organ of vision, increasing in 
the latter to a loss of sight. Whereas, on the contrary, the whole of moral improvement, in the heathen 
philosopher seems to be an increase in knowledge; and a preparation of the heart to a discernment, 
ever clearer, and more clear of the highest wisdom, and a cordial embracing of, and resting in, the 
contemplation of truths which are thus at length disclosed to it. For he not only considers goodness to 
lead to, and consist in, improved moral and practical discernment ([phronesis]), but this discernment as 
subservient to the attainment of some higher wisdom ([sophia]). 

Now these acknowledgments of moral writers seem glimpses, and guesses, and sometimes distinct 
shadows and outlines, of great and divine truths; for it is to be observed how this description of our 
moral nature is confirmed by Holy Scripture, where sin is frequently spoken of by expressions which 
imply "the light within being darkened;" and progressive holiness is continually alluded to as progress in 
knowledge, and to know GOD as the end of all Christian obedience. The strength of ungoverned passion, 



ending in a total want of control, is emphatically called "adding drunkenness to thirst," and the want of 
spiritual discernment is termed "a book that is sealed." And, in like manner with the Divine Scriptures, 
Clement of Rome says, "On this account Righteousness and Peace is far from you, because each of you 
has left the fear of GOD, and in His Faith has become blind, or dull of seeing." (c. iii.) 

2. That Scripture attributes these effects to the immediate agency of God. 

Thus far Scripture may only seem to confirm this moral account of our nature. But now it is to be 
noticed, that although this principle is often alluded to by heathen moralists, yet in Scripture there is to 
be observed a mode of expression very remarkably distinguished from theirs. In the first place, Scripture 
speaks of this Divine knowledge as, in some especial manner, the gift of GOD. As in the instance of the 
blessing on St. Peter, on account of his acknowledging the SON of GOD, it is said expressly, because 
"flesh and blood had not revealed it unto him, but GOD the FATHER, who is in heaven;" and in the 
thanksgiving of our SAVIOUR to His Father, because He had "hid these things from the wise and prudent, 
and revealed them unto babes;" and in the expression, "if any one be otherwise minded, GOD shall 
reveal even this unto you;" and, "if any one want wisdom, let him ask of GOD, from whom cometh every 
perfect gift;" and respecting religious comprehension, it seems to be said, "no one cometh unto me 
except the FATHER which hath sent me draw him." It is very edifying to observe this. Yet it is not so 
striking as in the opposite case, which is so contrary to all that we should have expected beforehand, 
that means are constantly taken to explain it away. The fact I allude to is, that this blindness of heart and 
darkness which is superinduced, as the natural consequence of an evil life, is variously, yet consistently, 
throughout the whole of Scripture, attributed to the agency of GOD. By Moses, as where GOD is spoken 
of as "hardening the heart of Pharaoh;" by the Prophets, as where Ezekiel says, "If the Prophet be 
deceived, I the LORD have deceived the Prophet, and I will stretch out my hand upon him and destroy 
him:" and Isaiah, "The LORD hath poured out upon you the spirit of deep sleep, and hath closed your 
eyes" (see Isa. xxix.); and in the Gospels these expression are often repeated in the same form from the 
Prophets; as, for instance, that they could not believe because that Esaias had said, "He hath blinded 
their eyes, and hardened their heart, that they should not see with their eyes, nor understand with their 
heart, and be converted, and I should heal them." And, after the same manner of expression, St. Paul 
speaks of those of the latter days, on whom GOD shall send a strong delusion, that they should believe a 
lie: that they all might be damned, who believe not the truth. And, perhaps, the same thing, which we 
should consider the mere natural effect of a wicked temper, is to be found, where it is said, "that an evil 
spirit from GOD was upon Saul, when the good spirit had left him." Surely such an identity of statement, 
under such a variety of expression, and in such variety of circumstances, ought not to be explained 
away, as if a mere mode of speech; but, on the contrary, we should consider, that, where the meaning is 
wrapt up by such difficulties on the surface, it is one of a high and sacred character. When, therefore, it 
is asked, why did not JESUS CHRIST disclose to them, that He was not born at Nazareth, as they 
supposed, nor the Son of Joseph, whom they said they knew; why did He leave them in such ignorance 
of His wonderful power and goodness? It must be answered, that it was He of whom it is written, "He 
hath blinded their eyes;" and that we have no way of coming to the full meaning of His words but by 
obedience. But that on the wicked He shall send, not His ultimate judgments only, but, if the expression 
may be allowed, snares also; "Upon the ungodly He shall rain snares, fire and brimstone." (Ps. xi. 7.) But 
of this circumstance thus much may be observed; that a great deal which revelation informs us of, is a 
bringing forward to our view the presence of GOD in those things in which the world is least inclined to 
acknowledge it; in attributing to the immediate agency, and influence, and presence of GOD, what was 
otherwise ascribed to the course of nature. Thus we see in nature the sins of fathers, in a temporal point 
of view, visited on children; this, revelation tells us, is the denunciation of GOD. We see the innocent 
overwhelmed with the guilty, and infants with their parents, in wars and convulsions of nature: this. 



scriptural history shows us, is by the command of GOD. So, likewise, in morals, Aristotle points out fully 
the effects of vice in bringing on a state of blindness. But that this is the judicial punishment of GOD, as 
clearly acting and present in this world, amid all the confusions that abound, this revelation sets before 
us,E"GOD shall send upon them a strong delusion." 

Instead of attempting to explain away, let us thankfully adore and bless His holy name, for these 
indications of His gracious presence, even in these awful mysteries, and "give thanks unto Him because 
we are fearfully and wonderfully made;" for this very mysteriousness creates a feeling of awful regard, 
and is a subject of thanksgiving, as bringing palpably before us, that in all things, "His is the kingdom and 
the power." 

Thus far, therefore, we seem to have arrived at this point,Ethat there are in our moral nature indications 
of the same kind of concealment and disclosure, according to our various dispositions of heart, as we 
before observed to be the case in the history of our LORD0S life. But much more than this, that such 
light and darkness is attributed, in a very singular manner, to the immediate agency of GOD. 

3. This knowledge is considered as something Infinite and Divine. 

But this analogy will carry us still further: as it was our blessed LORD0S divinity, which, we have seen, He 
studiously concealed, but wished all men to come to the knowledge of; so the knowledge which is 
supposed in morals to be the results of a good life, is something which is of a nature very great and 
infinite. In Aristotle it is the going out of mortality, as it were, into the earnest contemplation of things 
that are wonderful, eternal, and divine. Such is the shadow of that truth which Scripture unfolds to us. 
For certainly those pre-eminent saints of GOD, Abraham, St. John, and St. Paul, seem to stand out, as it 
were, from the human race, by a kind of solitude of spirit, from their minds appearing to be conversant 
with things above human nature. Abraham, of whom it was said, on account of his obedience, "Shall I 
hide from Abraham the thing which I do?" St. Paul, who saw things that it was not lawful for man to 
utter; and St. John, whose character is not more strongly marked by that divine love for which he is 
known, than for what may be termed, but very inadequately, heavenly contemplation; so as to have 
been found worthy, not only to have written his divine Gospel, but to whom the Book of the Revelations 
should have been entrusted. Add to this, that those Christians, who appear, from many circumstances, 
to have been the most advanced of all St. PaulEs converts, the Ephesians, are especially addressed on 
the subject of growing in knowledge. The ApostleEs unceasing prayer for them is, that "GOD will grant 
them the spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of Him; the eyes of their understanding be 
enlightened, that they might know what are the riches of the glory of His inheritance in the saints." 

This knowledge is always spoken of as something so vast, and, as I said, infinite, that persons seem 
never to be addressed as if they had attained, so much as urged on to the greater attainment: it does 
not seem spoken in terms such as Peace and even Faith, but more like Divine Charity, and perhaps as 
co-existent and co-extensive with it, as a part only at best of what is boundless, and will be more fully 
developed hereafter. It is said, "in knowledge of whom standeth eternal life;" as eternal life cannot be 
defined by bounds, no more can this knowledge have any limits. 

And indeed it is often thus spoken of as directly connected with the Divinity. It is called "the treasures of 
wisdom and knowledge hid in CHRIST." It is "the new man which is renewed in knowledge after the 
image of Him that created him." It is to "be able to comprehend what is the breadth and length and 
depth and height, and to know the love of CHRIST which passeth knowledge," and by St. Peter it is 
"growing in the knowledge of CHRIST." It is expressly spoken of by St. John as our SAVIOUR manifesting 
Himself. (John xiv.) 



4. It is of a moral, and not of an intellectual nature. 


The next point to be observed is that this hidden wisdom is entirely of a moral nature, and independent 
of any mere cultivation of the intellect. Indeed the latter of itself would appear to be a hindrance to 
it,Efor such knowledge "puffeth up." Even Aristotle cautions us that knowledge in morals can only be 
gained by practice. And that heavenly knowledge, of which St. Paul speaks, he is cautious of disclosing to 
those who are carnally minded. "Add to virtue knowledge," says St. Peter; and this knowledge he 
considers as the very end of obedience. "If these things (i.e. these graces) abound in you, they will make 
that ye shall not be unfruitful in the knowledge of our LORD JESUS CHRIST." (2 Pet. I. 8.) It was seeing 
that he would command his family to keep the ordinances of GOD, which was the reason given, why 
GOD would not withhold from Abraham the thing which He did. And indeed the character of this 
knwoeldge in all its fulness, it secret and hidden,Hits vast and infinite nature, and its being entirely a 
matter of moral attainment, is sufficiently expressed in our blessed LORDES own wordsE "Judas saith 
unto him. If a man love me, he will keep my words; and my Father will love him, and we will come unto 
him, and make our abode with him." It might also be considered that holiness in man is, in fact, nothing 
else but a sense of the Divine presence; to improve in holiness, therefore, is to grow in the 
consciousness of GODES presence. And would again bring us to the same point, i. e. our blessed 
SAVIOUR revealing himself according to the state of each manEs heart. 

St. John often mentions this knowledge in connexion with love, and such love as the result of obedience. 
And experience thus confirms it; actions of self-denial dispose the heart to prayer, prayer to the love of 
GOD, and the love of GOD to the knowledge of Him. And this secret and heavenly knowledge, thus 
attained, seems alluded to the in the expression, (Rev. xiv.) "They sang a new song, which song no man 
could learn, but the hundred and forty and four thousand." 

Moreover, it is to such as Daniel, "the man of loves," which are divine and not earthly, that revelations 
are made: and it is worthy of consideration, that those who speak of the intimate connexion of CHRIST 
with his Church, under he type of marriage, are the Baptist, St. Paul, and St. John. As if it were to the 
higher, or virgin, state of life that the mysteries signified by this figure were confided. 

5. That we may perceive intimations of what it may be. 

Of the nature of this Divine knowledge, which GOD is pleased to reveal to His obedient children, it is of 
course quite impossible for us to speak adequately, "seeing that it is secret," by our very supposition. 
But of the manner in which this light that lighteth the path of the just may make our way clearer, and 
open and disclose things to us, before obscure, as we advance, may be shown in one or two instances. 
First of all, in morals we may see how it is that if any sincere person be otherwise minded, in any point, 
than what holiness of heart requires, GOD will reveal even this unto him. It may be seen that the whole 
system of morals is one of progressive light, as far as we can discern. Take, for example, two 
controverted cases in morals, and observe how the faith of Christian duty throws light upon them. First 
the love of praise, a subject so debated in morals, with regard to its merit or demerit. Is it not a sign of 
good, and therefore praiseworthy, in the worst and most indifferent characters, that they should desire 
the praise of their superiors in virtue? it is an endeavouring to persuade themselves that they have some 
merit, which their betters approve, and therefore an intimation of some wish to attain it. It is a step, as 
it were, in the scale of virtue, that leads us, by human means, to the footstool of GOD. On the other 
hand, in the best men it is a fault to desire praise at allEsomething that sullies their best actions: it is 
because they ought to look to the sole infallible standard of goodness. The approbation of man was 
only, in the former case, a weak substitute for thisEfor it was a looking to the erring judgment of the 
creature, instead of that unerring judgment and approbation of GOD, in which the life of the soul 



consists. True goodness of heart can only acquiesce in the judgment of GOD; therefore, says Taylor, a 
good man, when praised, trembles, lest the judgment of GOD should be different. And our SAVIOUR has 
said, "How can ye believe who receive honour of one another, and seek not the honour which cometh of 
GOD only." And yet we have in this case GOD calling us on, through the medium of parents and 
superiors and good men, to whose good opinion we naturally look, to seek for some approving 
judgment out of ourselves, and thus to rest in Himself alone. The circumstance, which in this case 
appears to involve a difficulty or a self-contradiction, does, in fact, more strongly confirm the analogy; 
for to state, as this instance seems to imply, that the same thing should be right, and yet that it should 
also be wrong and blameable, may appear extraordinary. But the case would seem to be similar to that 
of typical rites and offerings, which were commanded in the Old Testament, and, therefore, of course 
approved of, and yet the same are strongly and repeatedly condemned, i.e. with a reference to a higher 
standard of those great moral duties and heavenly significations, which they represented and were 
intended to lead to. 

The same may be seen in another case, considered questionable in morals, whether emulation is 
consistent with Christian holiness, or to be considered as distinct from envy. The fact is that wherever 
there is a desire after, and a resting in, finite good as an end, such a good, being finite, must be lessened 
by another obtaining the same from the very nature of the finite good: emulation cannot exist in such a 
case, without envy as its shadow. For objects, which are finite, we estimate merely by comparison. But, 
with regard to that which is infinite, as to obtain the love of GOD, which love is infinite; to do His will, 
which is infinite; to know Him better; all this, being of an infinite nature, can admit of no envy, because 
the more another may obtain in no way diminishes, but increases our own attainment of it: here is 
disclosed the only legitimate course for emulation, as it is the only one in which there can be no envy. 

Such instances will serve to show how, in morals, He, "who is the light that lighteth every one who 
cometh into the world," discloses Himself in the path of Christian duty, which looks to Himself as the 
only means and end; but reveals Himself in no other way. 

The same may be shown after another manner, in cases which would be more strictly considered as 
religious. Take the Ten Commandments and the LORDES Prayer, as the subjects of devotion. That there 
is, in some especial manner, an infinity of wisdom and knowledge contained in these, may be concluded 
from their both being in an especial manner the words of GOD. And our blessed SAVIOUR has taught us 
to look for this secret wisdom in the first in the Sermon on the Mount, where He has opened their fuller 
meaning and spiritual intentions, as necessary to be observed, and by which we shall be judged at the 
last day. And from one petition in the LORDES Prayer, "Give us this day our daily bread," taken in 
conjunction with our LORDES explanation of the "only true bread," and with that of His injunction of our 
not seeking the bread that perisheth, in another place, we are necessarily led on to seek for more than 
the letter through the whole of that Prayer. Now the manner in which the Ten Commandments open 
themselves to a devout mind, coming forth as a two-edged sword, and capable of discerning and trying 
the inmost thoughts of the heart, coming forth as "full of eyes round about them," may be seen in 
Bishop AndrewsE Devotions; where upon each occasion they are brought forth as having clear and 
distinct, but consistent, meanings and applications; but all such, that it would be difficult to say that one 
was more properly or strictly the intention of the commandment than another. The same may be seen 
in other practical and devotional texts. 

In like manner, where the LORDES Prayer in the same book, or in Bishop WilsonEs Sacra Privata, is made 
the subject of devotion, and, as such, has each petition very fully and largely paraphrased, and new and 
different meaning given to the words on each occasion; it cannot be said that it does not bear all those 
meanings, and perhaps scarcely that it bears any one of those more than another. 



These are instances of a kind of mysterious language addressed to a certain state of the heart; and the 
same may be seen in passages of Scripture which are only understood in the day of visitation; and in the 
new and pregnant meanings, which the most illiterate perceive in Scripture when religious excited, and 
the more devout and thoughtful at all times. This depth and infinity of comprehensiveness seems thus 
to disclose itself by a continual new adaptation to circumstances all in a moral way; and this may give us 
some glimpse at the meaning of the Divine knowledge which has been alluded to, and which is the 
especial gift of GOD. For here we have the Divine Word opening itself according to the need of all 
occasions, and adapting itself to them in a wonderful manner, like Him whose manifold gifts, when He 
appeared in a bodily person, whether it was to lighten the eyes, or to give feet, or health, or life, were all 
but varied emanations from a Presence containing infinite perfections. 

6. That GOD punishes with blindness those who approach sacred truths with a speculative mind. 

In in these instances our blessed SAVIOUR appears to be disclosing Himself to those who are earnestly 
desirous to obtain the knowledge of Him in order to obey Him, in a manner no less remarkable does He 
appear to be hiding Himself from those who venture to approach Him with another mind. For, in perfect 
harmony or analogy to all that has been before observed, we find that we are in a striking way hedged in 
by ignorance respecting great truths, which we endeavour to gain the knowledge of by any way but that 
of practical obedience. Such have been attempts to explain the doctrine of the Trinity, which have 
ended in Arianism; to explain CHRISTES presence in the Holy Communion, which have led to 
Transubstantiation: the mode of the new birth at Baptism, which seem, in great measure, to have been 
the cause of denying it: the incompatibility of free will with Divine foreknowledge is the conclusion 
which speculations on such a subject have come to. All these topics contain great sacred truths of the 
very highest possible importance that we should know; but if we attempt to arrive at any knowledge of 
them by speculation, or any other mode but that of practical obedience, that knowledge is withheld, 
and we are punished for the attempt: in the same manner that it was of the highest importance that 
they should know our LORD; but unless they were sincerely and humbly seeking Him, He was hid from 
them. Thus it is in the question our LORD to PilateE "Askest thou this of thyself, or did others tell it thee 
of me?" If it is of thyself, that there is this desire to know, thou shalt indeed receive this life-giving 
knowledge: and when it is found to be merely that ensnaring cavil and false insinuation of the Jews, 
enough is said to do away with such a false impression, and to lead on the inquirer to further 
knowledge, if he had been desirous to follow that clue. With regard to the true understanding of those 
high truths alluded to, it seems, (so to speak with reverence,) as if our LORD admitted some chosne few 
to witness the secret, but shut out the others. 

All this may be applied to the question of sins being admitted to pardon and remission after Baptism: 
however lightly and inconsiderately such a subject may be dealt with, still, in the humiliations and 
mortifications which mark the devotions of such as Bp. Andrews, and Wilson, and Pascal, it may be seen 
that they practically felt this difficulty of obtaining forgiveness. The temper evinced seems a hearty 
apprehension and sense of unworthiness corresponding to such a fear. 

So also with respect to the great Catholic and Primitive mode of interpreting both Scripture and nature ; 
of seeing things the most sacred, such as the Cross and Baptism, figured and shadowed out by an infinity 
of types. It may be, that the coming to the knowledge of these may be, as Bp. Butler suggests respecting 
other things in morals, by a certain general rule according to progressive improvement in holiness of 
heart. For instance, it certainly is the case that all strong feelings are prone to catch at such intimations 
of themselves in all things, to take up circumstances the most trivial, to dwell on the derivation of 
names, and the like. Abundant instances of this will occur in the Greek tragedies, and on all occasions of 
excitement. There seems reason to believe that the Almighty has hid this vastness of analogy and type in 



His word and His works ; and, of course, most of all, with respect to the highest truths, such as relate to 
our blessed SAVIOUR'S incarnation and death, and His own attributes. It seems probable that, according 
to some great general principle, a fervent piety is the key to all these hidden stores of GOD, in a natural 
and almost necessary manner, as it might be. A tendency thus to interpret Scripture is observable in the 
most illiterate persons, under the influence of an unaffected piety. So that, independently of such a 
mode of interpretation being Scriptural, and Apostolical, and Divine, such knowledge may be also the 
reward of affectionate devotion, in what we might call a natural way; and the contrary tendency, in a 
cold, sceptical, and self-indulgent age, may be according to the same general principle, GOD hiding 
Himself from them. For to say that such persons as the ancient Fathers were holy, self-denying, and 
devout, but at the same times were weak, injudicious, and fanciful, is to transgress the first principle in 
Christian morals, which is, that he who doeth the will shall know of the doctrine; for it is to say that they 
do the will indeed, but know not the doctrine, that the tree is good, but not its fruits. 

Now in all these cases which have been referred to, it appears as if pains were taken that, in the 
language of Pascal, "the understanding should not forestall the will;" as if knowledge was still the fruit of 
death, till the heart was prepared for it: that there is a knowledge boundless in extent and infinitely 
good, and, indeed, no other than that of acknowledging the Divinity of our LORD, to the attainment of 
which we are urged as the great end of faithful obedience; but that, unless that obedience lead us, as it 
were by the hand, we shall never arrive at this inner temple. And that the state of Christianity is now, 
and always would be such in the world, is, I think, to be gathered from the Gospel itself, more than 
seems usually considered. Thus, after our LORD had publicly taught the people in parables, and such 
modes of speaking as, it is said, they did not understand, He said to His disciples "privately," (which 
privacy has been especially noticed) that their eyes were blessed, because they saw those glorious 
things which Prophets and Kings had in vain desired to see, i. e. the kingdom of heaven upon earth. 
Those glories of the kingdom described in such glowing language in the Old Testament, were already 
thrown upon the world; but still they were only known, seen, and received privately by persons who are 
there described as having eyes to see and ears to hear, i. e. persons of a certain disposition and 
character; they were things which it is said in the same passage (Luke x.), were "hid from the wise and 
prudent, and revealed unto babes." And the expressions which describe that kingdom as established 
upon earth, till speak of it as a secret-a treasure hid in a field, which a man found, and for joy thereof 
sold all that he had to purchase it: as the pearl of great price, found by a certain person seeking goodly 
pearls, i. e. giving earnest heed to religious instructions. The same may be shown in the nature of the 
beatitudes, which maybe considered as the very opening of this kingdom foretold:Ethe windows of 
heaven opened, and the pouring down of these riches, "the heavens dropping down from above, and 
the skies pouring down righteousness." (Isa. xlv.) 

It has been before alluded to, that these riches are all secret; given to certain ispositionsEnot cast 
loosely on the world. And the characters described as coming to this inheritance, such as the poor in 
spirit, and they that mourn, &c., may be considered 

as certain narrow and confined paths, leading to these riches of the kingdom. And it may be observed, 
that there is not only such distinctness and appropriateness in each, both in itself and when compared 
with the end designed, but likewise such a mutual connection, that the attainment of the one 
disposition implies the other also in some degree; and that the attainment of alt these dispositions is the 
natural and necessary result of a hearty, honest, and earnest embracing of religion. And, perhaps, the 
great end in which there may be found an union of all these beatitudes as existing together, may be that 
which is more peculiarly attributed to one,Enamely, that "they shall see GOD,"Esee Him according to 
each of His various attributes, which their own characters most open to them. All of which implies, that 
they only who do the will can know the doctrine, however it may be thrown upon the world; that "the 



secret of the LORD is with them that fear Him, and He will show them His covenant." 

The great doctrines which of late years have divided Christians, are again of this kind very peculiarly, 
such as the subjects of faith and works, of the free grace of GOD, and obedience on the part of man. 
They seem to be left in Scripture in a way to give rise to all these disputations among (if I may so speak) 
the multitude who are without: I mean to say, among those who do not labour to obtain the knowledge 
of them by obedience, and in practical seriousness of mind (i. e. the disciples, of whom it is written, He 
said, "Follow me," and."they followed Him"). For they appear to be great secrets, notwithstanding 
whatever may be said of them, only revealed to the faithful. What I would say is, that fully to know that 
we are saved by faith in CHRIST only, and not by any works of our own, and that we can do nothing, 
excepting by the grace of GOD, is a great secret, the knowledge of which can only be obtained by 
obedience, as the crown and end of great holiness of life. Thus St. Paul, who had always laboured to 
have a conscience void of offence, and of all the Apostles had laboured the most abundantly, yet felt 
himself the chief of sinners. And Abraham says of himself, that he was but "dust and ashes;" David, that 
he was but "a flea," and "a dead dog." May not all these difficulties be like those of the Jews, who knew 
that no good thing could be born of Nazareth, or like that with which they seem to have "suggested to 
startle the Disciples, "that Elias must first come." For in all these things we seem to have JESUS of 
Nazareth going about still among us hiding himself from the many who are engaged in factious 
disputations concerning Him, or busied with their worldly views; but here and there He is in secret 
disclosed and acknowledged. 

Again, the moral government of GOD, in the light thrown upon it by Holy Scripture, illustrates the point 
in this way. Signal afflictions, and temporal calamities are spoken of in Scripture, as the comings and the 
visitations of CHRIST and of GOD. And in furtherance of this, such chastenings are spoken of as the 
proofs of GOD0S love to those who are thus visited, and the withdrawing of them of His displeasure, 
"Why should they be stricken any more?" implying impenitent reprobation. Now as the disclosure of our 
LORD'S Divine person was a very signal blessing, but not without a proportionate danger, if not worthily 
received, so we may observe, that nothing hardens the heart more than temporal afflictions, which are 
spoken of as the signs of His presence; if not received and cherished with a right spirit, they leave a 
person at length worse, if not improved by them. And yet it seems agreeable to Scripture to consider 
them as if persons were thereby drawn into a certain nearness to GODEgreat privilege; so great that it 
cannot be trifled with or neglected with impunity. 

7. That Christ, as seen in the conduct of good men, thus conceals Himself. 

There is another mode in which we may find (I would speak with reverence) the presence of JESUS 
CHRIST, as still in the world, and His manner of dealing with mankind, and that is in the usual conduct of 
good men, especially if such conduct is at 

all marked by any peculiarity, and such peculiarity increasing as they advance in strictness of life. And 
this I think we may find to be the case: for notwithstanding that a spirit of true charity has a natural 
desire to communicate itself, and is, of all things, the most expansive and extending, yet in all such 
cases, we may still perceive the indwelling of CHRIST in them, still seeking, as it were, to hide Himself; 
for, I think, they are all marked by an inclination, as far as it is possible, of retiring, and shrinking from 
public view. We might have expected that it would have been otherwise, and that an increasing 
knowledge of GOD would have been accompanied with an increasing power of setting forward such 
knowledge to the world. In such instances, we seem to have the same impatience of feeling respecting 
His true Disciples, which His Brethren once expressed respecting our blessed LORD Himself; "If Thou 
doest these things, shew Thyself to the world." 



The circumstance I allude to is such as this ; it is mentioned of James Bonnel, that he was of great 
"retiredness of spirit;" "solitariness of spirit," is mentioned of George Herbert; he seems to have felt, as 
it were, an unseen hand pulling him back. The same is noticed of Robert Nelson, and of Thomas a 
Kempis, whose book is full of this spirit; a similar sacred reserve was the characteristic of Charles the 1st. 
Instances of this kind might probably be adduced respecting all such characters. Pascal says, " This 
wonderful mystery, impenetrable to any mortal eye, under which GOD is pleased to shade His glories, 
may excite us powerfully to a love of solitude and silence, and of retirement from the view of the world" 
p. 264, Dr. KennetEs translation. 

The fact must doubtless be admitted, and several concurring causes would tend to produce this effect. 
In the first place that humility which must ever accompany increasing holiness of life seeks naturally to 
hide itself, is desirous not to be known, and would even seem to check, and draw back the strength and 
wisdom of the natural man. In such a case human nature is humbled under the mighty hand of GOD, and 
that self-abasement, which arises from a sense of his nearer presence, has a tendency to withdraw a 
person from what the world considers spheres of usefulness. Now this principle of humility is of all 
others the most universal in good men, and under all diversities of characters, and of gifts, and 
circumstances of life: there seem to be no persons held out to our imitation in Scripture, without some 
marks of it! and indeed degrees of acceptance and approbation are in proportion to it. We must of 
course conclude, that the work of God is somehow best done, and His strength perfected, under this 
apparent (worldly) weakness,Ethat His victory over the world is somehow best achieved by thus retiring 
from the contest. This is contrary to human calculation, in the same way that no one would have 
thought beforehand, that the coming on of night would open to us more glorious objects than the light 
of day. When the light of this world is withdrawn, the heavens open. As God, in whom we live, is Himself 
unseen, and His good angels, who minister to us, are unseen, so also good men, as they approach Him in 
any way, seem to be withdrawn from the sight of the world. 

As our blessed SAVIOUR in various ways retired from the view of men, and hid His glories, so it is 
remarkable how little we know of the saints of GOD; of one of the most eminent of the disciples we 
know nothing, and next to nothing, of St. John's private history and character. Indeed, what little we do 
know of them is but as it were accidental, and the exception to the general rule, as in the letters of St. 
Paul: and even there, casual intimations greatly tend to shew our ignorance respecting them, as of the 
Revelations of St. Paul, of the time he spent in Arabia, and at Tarsus. Add to these, how many things are 
there, which more immediately respect our LORD Himself, the account of which, as St. John says, would 
have been more than the world could contain, yet all lost in silence. So also the things pertaining to the 
kingdom which were spoken for the forty days. "Verily, thou art a GOD that hidest thyself, 0 GOD of 
Israel, the SAVIOUR. (Is. xlv.) 

It must have occurred to every one, with some surprise at first, how much the sacred people, having the 
visible presence of GOD among them, and containing, as it were, the eternal destinies of mankind, were 
overlooked by, and unknown to, the more polished and powerful nations of the world. Gibbon has not 
failed to take hold of this circumstance. And, in like manner, how little Christianity was noticed or know 
to heathen writers at a time when it was secretly changing the whole face of the world, the salt of the 
earth, and on which the earth depended for its existence. There may be something analogous to this in 
cases of unknown individuals still. And all such are examples of what Aristotle says of virtuous principle, 
"[ei gar kai to ogko mikron est, dunamei kai timioteti poly mallon hyperechei panton]," 

"though in external appearance it be but small, yet, in power and worth, it is very far indeed superior to 
all things." (Ethics, b. x. c. vii. ad finem.) In the second place, there is another circumstance, which would 
tend to produce the same effect, viz. that reserve, or re tiring delicacy, which exists naturally in a good 



man, unless injured by external motives, and which is of course the teaching of GOD through him. 
Something of this kind always accompanies all strong and deep feeling, so much so that indications of it 
have been considered the characteristic of genuine poetry, as distinguishing it from that which is only 
fictitious of poetic feeling. It is the very protection of all sacred and virtuous principle, and which, like 
the bloom which indicates life and freshness, when once lost cannot be restored. Which is thus 
expressed in a Latin hymn; 

"Se sub serenis vultibus 

Austera virtus occulit: 

Timet videri; ne suum, 

Dum prodit, amittat decus." 

Paris. Brev. Comm. Mul. 

Such a reserve on other subjects of sublime or delicate feeling is only a type of the same in religion; 
where, of course, from the very nature of the subject, it must be much greater, inasmuch as it 
comprehends all feelings and all conduct which are directed to Him who is invisible, and who reads the 
language of the heart, and to whom silence may often best speak. Every thing which has GOD for its end 
gives rise to feelings which do not admit of expression. This seems to be implied in the difference which 
Aristotle speaks of, when he says there are objects which are worthy of higher feelings than praise can 
express, and such we look upon with honour and veneration. We do, indeed, often speak of such with 
words of praise, as we do of the Supreme Being, but in so doing we stand upon lower ground, and rather 
turn to each other than to Him, and introduce relation and comparison, which necessarily must be 
drawn from human and inferior objects: but we then descend from the higher, but si lent, impressions 
of awe, veneration, and wonder. Such, for instance, are those with which we first contemplate a vast 
religious edifice, or some grand object in nature. When these first feelings subside, we express ourselves 
in praise, and, necessarily, have recourse to comparison or contrast. Hence it was the case in the 
primitive times of Christianity, that the feelings of devotion were expressed by significant actions, which 
spoke, as it were, a secret language: such was the custom of turning to the East, and the use of the sign 
of the Cross. For "Curae leves loquuntur, ingentes stupent," those who feel deeply are pained by the 
lighter expressions of others. 

When that reserve is cast aside, there is a want of true and deep feeling; and this may be seen in the 
rejection of strong, typical, and figurative, and, therefore, half-secret expressions with which deep 
feeling is apt to clothe itself. Thus, in early periods of a nation, when their sense of the great and 
marvellous is strongest, they make use of those terms or modes of speech, which partake more of the 
infinite and divine; and their language, as they become more civilized, will partake more of the character 
of what is earthly and human. They adopt what they think is more full of expressions of their meaning; 
but the fact is, that they are general expressions, and therefore more limited and finite, and such as 
indicate rather a straining after such strong feeling, which they have not, than an expression of it. An 
instance of this may be seen in the rejection of the Ancient Psalms for modern paraphrases of the same. 
In the former, an infinite meaning was opened to the eye of faith; in the latter, it is tied down to one 
feeble human interpretation. Instances of the same may be seen in the New Version compared with the 
Old. May not one reason why Scripture, and our LORD Himself, uses figurative and proverbial 
expressions be on account of their comprehensiveness, and the extent of application which they hear? 

In addition to such holy reserve, and the suggestions of humility, another circumstance, which tends to 



produce the effect here described, are the commands of Holy Scripture, which enjoin the concealment 
of religious actions. Now, considering that actions teach more than words, and living examples more 
than maxims and admonitions, this immediately removes from the sight of men the most powerful 
appeals of GOD, and evidences of His presence; for all the most purely religious actions are thus 
withdrawn from view, done from GOD only, who is in secret, and to Him only, who seeth in secret, they 
begin and end in Him alone, unknown to the world. These are the signs of GOD0S presence among us, 
and of His withholding that presence from the gaze of the multitude, as too pure and holy for us to look 
on, and covering those that seek Him in the shadow of His hand. So that in the lives of those, in whom 
CHRIST dwells, there is ever something remarkably analogous to the retiring actions of His own life; and 
the state of such persons, while on earth, no words can express so emphatically as those of Scripture, 
their "life is hid with Christ in God." 

Now, it is much to be observed, that these indications, which are found with good men, and increase 
with holiness of life, and by which we may learn the mode in which the HOLY SPIRIT is dealing with 
mankind, are not to be found in religious enthusiasm. I would mean by enthusiasm, a state of the mind 
when the feelings are strongly moved by religion, but the heart is not adequately purified nor humbled. 
Such, therefore, would be most likely to occur when the passions have been strengthened by an 
irregular life, and the objects that excited them are casually removed from view, and the importance of 
religion is in consequence seen and felt. Such a state would partake much of the nature of earthly 
passion, and would be such as might be called in morals, according to the view taken above, a state of 
ignorance. GOD is not apprehended, as He is set forth in Scripture, as of infinite holiness, but a fiction of 
the imagination, as each man feigns the idea of GOD according to his own heart, which was shown 
visibly in the idols of old, and alluded to in the expression, "Thou thoughtest wickedly that GOD was 
such an one as thyself." In such a case men would have no reserve in expressing that which was not at 
all rightly apprehended, or feared, or loved. And the cause of this state of heart would be a not keeping 
the commandments which give this light to the eyes, or the not having kept them, and such 
transgressions not having been repented of. For this is set before us as the great cure for enthusiasm by 
St. John. It is the Apostle of Divine Love who seems to have been especially commissioned to warn us 
against this its counterfeit. Not only in his Epistles, but, in recording the parting consolations of our 
LORD, no less than eleven times in the course of two chapters does he stop, as it were, to insert these 
cautiond, "If ye keep my commandments." So that it would be exactly the case with these, as with those 
heretics of whom Tertullian speaks, as having none of that discipline of secret reserve which the Church 
maintained: "All things," he says, "are with them free, and without restraint." They have no fear of GOD, 
because GOD is not among them; for where GOD is, there must be the fear of Him." (Tertullian de 
Praescript. Haereticorum.) And yet, of course, the effect of this would be a strong contagious influence, 
after the usual manner of all earthly passion. 

Religion does not, under such circumstances, produce its genuine effect of humbling the natural man. To 
have a knowledge of GOD, without a knowledge of our own guilt and misery, has (as Pascal mentions) 
the effect of puffing up. And there is a great deal in religion which the natural man may eagerly take 
hold of, in order to exalt himself. Here, therefore, there would not be humility drawing back into the 
shade, as in the former instance; nor would there be that delicacy, or modest reserve in the outward 
expression of feeling; because there would be rather an aiming after the persuasion, than any really 
deep and true sense of religion. On the contrary, a mind in this state by strong expressions would be 
endeavouring to persuade itself, and to persuade others, in order that, through their opinion, it may 
again in return persuade itself, of its having that sense. And this would account for that deceit which, as 
Bp. Butler observes, so often accompanies religious enthusiasm; first of all deceiving itself into a false 
apprehension, and then, in order to support this, deceiving others; and then others, without this self 



delusion, as its end. 


The third characteristic in holiness of life is also here wanting; i. e. a self-denying and consistent 
performance of religious duties in secret. For such obedience would clearly remove it, and, therefore, 
this would account for another circumstance which characterizes religious enthusiasm, and that is 
unsettled ness and inconsistency,Ea state of ever learning, and never coming to the knowledge of the 
truth; which, of course, arises from not seeking for it by obedience, which, we are told, is a sure way of 
arriving at it. The actions it does perform are rather the extraordinary, than the ordinary actions of 
religion, so as to lose that reserve before mentioned; and, for the same reason, it delights in actions of a 
purely religious character, more than in those, in which the religious motive is concealed in the actions 
of daily life. 

There would, also, from a secret misgiving, or sense of insecurity, be a tendency to feel after sensible 
signs, as in Balaam, when he sought for GODES voice and warrant. Such would be seen in a craving after 
palpably felt evidences, in doing extra ordinary and remarkable actions; in strong party affection, as 
taken for self-denying charity; in a looking out for miracles. (I mention this looking out for them, in 
distinction from a kind of credulity, and readiness to receive miracles, which is observable in the best 
men, when they come before them in the line of duty; for the former seems forbidden by our 
SAVIOUR,Efor many shall arise, saying, "Here is CHRIST, and there," but the practical rule is given, "Go 
not after them.") 

As every thing in nature seems to decline and die away when it has done its workEsuch as the bodily 
faculties, natural gifts, and the likeEso do animal feelings gradually subside when they have done their 
part in the probation of the soul, which may be seen in the circumstance of passive impressions 
becoming weaker by repetition. And perhaps this may be the case, as men advance in holiness of life; 
that a calm equability of soul is produced, (as in St. John,) and such sensible feelings exist less, as having 
done their part in the state of trial. 

8. That the whole subject contains something analogous in each particular to the circumstances of our 
LordEs life. 

Now, the inference from the whole of this view of the subject is, that the HOLY SPIRIT, in every way in 
which His dealings with mankind may be ascertained, is ever wont to throw a veil over His presence 
from the eyes of the world. That, as our LORD avoided the more public places for the manifestation of 
His Divine power and goodness, and went into the retired and despised Galilee, and hid His Divinity 
under the garb of humble and common life, so does He in the persons of His disciples, producing in 
them a tendency to withdraw themselves from the eyes of men; so that of each of them it may be said, 
as it was of Him, "He doth not strive nor cry, neither is his voice heard in the streets." 

That, as our LORD wrapt up the most sacred and divine truths in parables and mysterious sayings, so we 
find, that in good men there is a natural reserve of expression, which is apt to veil from the world holy 
sentiments; in both cases the end is observed, of keeping "that which is holy from dogs." And that such 
reserve i9 apt to give vent to its own feelings, especially in such similitudes and dark sayings, as partake 
of the nature of what is infinite, and, therefore, to the world mysterious. 

That, as our LORD concealed His divine miracles, and could not perform them because of menEs 
unbelief, and commanded others not to mention them, so does He now, in that He makes known to a 
good man a daily increasing weight of evidence, similar to the attestation of miracles, in disclosing to 
him those confirmations of his faith, which are opened to an obedient life, and by the harmonious 
language of all nature, all of which testimony He reveals not to others because of their unbelief. And, in 



addition to this. He has commanded His disciples not to promulgate to the world those good works 
which He Himself still works in, and through, and by them. 


That, as our LORD left the curious and worldly-minded Jew to his own delusions, and answered him not, 
but left him to the difficulties which Scripture had thrown before him, in the solving of which alone, with 
a serious mind, could he find the truth; and did not explain to him his misconceptions concerning Him 
self; so is it also now with those who speculatively consider religious truth (the knowledge of which is 
the gift of GOD alone); they are beset with insurmountable difficulties, suggesting to them that "this is 
not the CHRIST," or leading to other practical errors. 

That, as our LORD disclosed the greatness of His divine power and person to a chosen few obedient and 
teachable spirits, limiting even that disclosure more and more; first to twelve, then to four, then, still 
further, to three (as in the Garden of Gethsemane, and at the transfiguration, &c.): so does it appear 
that in morals, both when considered as separate from, and also when considered as including religion, 
there is something, which is called knowledge, which is infinitely great and good, which is concealed 
from all others, who are universally represented as being in a state of darkness and ignorance, and is 
thus disclosed to these alone. 

That, as He, who spake by the law and the prophets, veiled the gospel therein in type and figure; and 
because of menEs disobedience, "gave them statutes which were not good, and judgments by which 
men should not live," but led them on, by laws which satisfied not, to a secret wisdom, which good men 
perceived beyond; so also are there in morals, things which have led to much difficulty with speculative 
moralists, which are good and right to the natural man, but wrong in a Christian, on account of a further 
knowledge disclosed to the eye of faith: these are circumstances in which all that can be said is, "this is 
He, if ye can receive it." For, to the natural man, it is his boast "to covet honour" of men, but to the 
Christian his shame. Thus also the Fifth Commandment contains the germ of all piety; and yet to the 
Christian it is said, he must hate father and mother. 

Lastly, that as the manifestation of our LORD was seen to imply some very great and peculiar danger, 
when the heart was not prepared to receive it; so do we find that whenever these feelings, which are 
natural to a good man under the protection of the Spirit, are violated, as by enthusiasm, it is 
accompanied with dangerous consequences. Not to adduce other proofs of this, we have the 
memorable one in this country, when there broke in upon us an age, which has been well called one of 
"Light, but not of Love;" when the knowledge of divine truths was forced upon men of corrupt lives, and 
put forward without this sacred reserve. The consequence of this indelicate exposure of religion was, 
the perpetration of crimes almost unequalled in the annals of the world. 


PART III. 

SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE FOREGOING OBSERVATIONS. 

1. That the principle was fully recognised by the Ancient Church. 

IT is well known that the general principle upon which the foregoing remarks are founded, pervades the 
whole religious system of the Ancient Church, and appears so much in various shapes throughout the 
works of the Fathers, that it would of itself form an entire subject of discussion to trace and exemplify it. 
Origen often alludes to it, as appearing in the conduct of our LORD; and his expositions of Scripture are 
founded upon it. Others do the same. Clement of Alexandria had, before Origen, philosophically 



discussed the subject at great length. Cyril of Jerusalem says, that not to men only, but from the highest 
archangel to the lowest created being, it is CHRIST that reveals the FATHER, to each as they are found 
worthy and capable of receiving Him. St. Basil speaks of the traditions they had received being of this 
character, which, says he, our Fathers have preserved in unobtrusive silence, and alludes to the secrecy 
and sacredness of the Holy Place in the Mosaic Law, as representing the same spirit of reserve. And 
there are some interesting circumstances that seem to connect it with our LORD Himself and His 
disciples. Such may be seen in the early Epistle to Diognetus, attributed to Justin Martyr, where the 
writer speaks of himself, as carrying on that sacred reserve, which they had derived from CHRIST and His 
Apostles, for, says he, "knowledge is not safe without a true life." There is a remarkable instance of 
similar testimony in that passage of Hippolytus, quoted by Mr. Keble in his Sermon on Tradition, (p. 19, 
1st Edit.) This principle of Reserve was developed into a regular system, known under the name of the 
Disciplina Arcani. In another form it may be observed among the Ancients in their, almost universal, 
mode of interpreting Scripture, every part of which they consider replete with mysterious knowledge, 
revealed only to the faithful Christian. And although individuals among them may be wrong in any 
particular explanation, the general principle of interpretation, so Catholic and Apostolic, it cannot be 
doubted? is the right one. St. Augustin speaks not only of the Word of GOD, but of his works also in 
nature, and of the Heavens themselves, serving for a covering to hide GOD from us, by this means to 
lead us on to she gradual knowledge of Him. Here, therefore, again, the conduct of our blessed LORD 
might be traced, as illustrating this subject, viz. in His Church, in which we know He is present always; 
and if where two or three are gathered together in His name, He is in the midst of them, where shall we 
find Him, who is Truth itself, more assuredly than in the Catholic consent of His Church? 

2. That the present aspect of the world is much opposed to it. 

When, after being engaged in such contemplations, we lift up our eyes upon the present state of the 
world, an extraordinary aspect of things meets our view. The knowledge of GOD, hastening to cover the 
earth, as the waters cover the sea; and a remarkable combination of circumstances at work, to produce 
effects, the opposite to what has been hitherto witnessed in the world. The art of printing, bringing 
home this knowledge to all; the means which Providence has formerly allowed to hide it, not only from 
the Heathen and the Jew, but also from the Christian, (by a mysterious economy, which has been long 
permitted in the Church of Rome,) we see now removed; men of various creeds, opposed in principles 
and opposed in discipline, one might almost say Christians and Unbelievers, combining together in the 
circulation of the Scriptures. Add to this, preachers and teachers of various parties and from various 
motives, all busily engaged in imparting religious instruction. Schools more over, and many on an 
extensive national system. Churches and altars thrown open to all, from the loss of church discipline: 
and, what is worthy of notice, Christianity acknowledged as true, by persons of the worst principles. 
Discoveries of science too, opening to us the boundless extent of the material world, which we cannot 
but suppose may have some bearing on the religious condition of mankind, as manifestations of GOD. 
Add moreover a new principle, unknown to former ages, prevailing throughout the world, in the shape, 
not only of an Article of Faith, but as the one and only Article, indeed as one so important, and requiring 
to be received with such authority, as to supersede the very fabric of the Church: dispensing with her 
Sacraments, her Creeds, her Liturgies, her Discipline; and this principle is, that the highest and most 
sacred of all Christian doctrines, is to be brought before, and pressed home to, all persons 
indiscriminately, and most especially to those who are leading unchristian lives. 

Such are some of the most prominent features of the case. And so much does the opinion prevail of the 
value of religious knowledge merely and of itself, that when public attention was lately called to the 
commemoration of the familiar use of the Scriptures for these last 300 years, we heard no expressions 
on the subject which implied any thing like that feeling of apprehension, which the foregoing remarks 



would have led us to attach to it. Nor was it at all looked upon as that trying dispensation which the 
Baptist spoke of, as of the axe laid unto the root of the tree, and the coming wrath, and the sifting of the 
wheat. Nor was the awful import of those words considered, "be ye sure of this, that the kingdom of 
God is come nigh unto you" (Luke x. 11), and "for judgment I am come into this world" (John ix. 39). Nor 
was our case at all alluded to in conjunction with that of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, or of 
them to whom our LORD said, "if I had not come and spoken unto them, they had not had sin." There 
seems also an impatience at any book being held back from any person, as too high and sacred for 
them; it is a thing not understood. And so far from it being considered necessary to keep persons from 
church on account of irreligious lives, it is usually thought that every thing is done, if they can be brought 
to it. There is also an inclination to put aside the Old Testament for the more exclusive use of the Gospel 
itself, which is contained in it. And indeed full statements of religious truth have been thought so 
necessary, as to have produced ways of thinking often unnatural, of which this is an instance. A writer, 
investigating the existence of Christian truth in the Church, has thought it necessary to find explicit 
declarations of the acceptance of the atonement by the individual as the only proof of the preservation 
of the faith. The effect of which becomes equivalent to this, that an affectionate and dutiful child might 
be condemned for undutifulness, unless it could be proved, that he had made use of expressions of 
strong filial attachment. 

This general tendency of things cannot, I think, be considered in connexion with the former 
observations, without some serious thought in every reflecting mind, "waiting to see what GOD will do;" 
and not without some distrust of popular views, and superficial appearances, and an anxious desire for 
some anchor of the soul, in this new trial which seems coming upon the world. And cautious as we 
ought to be in speculations respecting the future, yet there is a thought which occurs, which one is 
almost afraid to mention, lest it should not be with sufficient seriousness. Whether when noticed in 
conjunction with the dangerous consequences which have been observed to follow our LORD'S 
disclosures of Himself, and the fact of those having been pronounced the worst to whom most 
knowledge was vouchsafed, and that so frequently as to mark a kind of mysterious and perhaps 
prophetical tendency of things which seem to point that way; whether, I say, all these circumstances 
may not indicate the coming of a time when "knowledge may indeed cover" the world, but "the love of 
the many shall have waxed cold," and faith be scarce found. There is something of prophetic admonition 
in the advice which St. Paul gives to persons under a similar apprehension, in the Second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians, where the stay against Anti-CHRIST is this: "Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the 
traditions which ye have been taught, whether by word or by our epistle." In looking to that epistle for 
some practical guidance, the general principle on which this steadfastness must be founded is here 
given, namely, an adherence to the Catholic truth written and unwritten. 

3. Practical rules afforded by it in the investigation of Truth. 

And now the observations which have been made respecting GOD'S mode of revealing Himself to 
mankind will furnish us with some important general rules for the attainment of religious truth. If in the 
sacraments we have in some especial sense the present power of GOD among us, and the episcopal and 
priestly succession have in them something divine, as channels which convey, as it were, such His 
Presence to us; according to the analogy of what has been said, we must expect to find in them 
something that hideth itself, something, like the personal presence of our LORD in His incarnation, 
surrounded with difficulties to the carnal mind, withdrawing itself, and leaving excuses for the Divine 
Power being denied; for did they come to us in a strong unquestionable shape, with the palpable 
evidence by some required, they would come to us in a manner unlike all other Divine manifestations. 
These would lead us to expect, that they should be left in so delicate a manner, that he who wishes to 
ascertain the truth may find a sufficient and satisfactory evidence, so as by a fine clue to lead him into all 



the treasures of the Divine blessings, but yet of such a kind that he who will not afford them such 
affectionate attention will lose all those high privileges. The secret of such enquiries is given us in the 
Book of Proverbs (xxiii. 26), "My son, give me thine heart, and let thine eyes observe my ways." For the 
whole case, in the search after GOD, is a trial of the affections, and whatever that knowledge may be, of 
which such great things are spoken, it implies affection combined with, and giving life to the 
understanding, otherwise dead, and after some heavenly manner illuminating and spiritualizing it. To 
require, therefore, that such subjects should come to us in a more sensible and palpable way, before we 
will accept them, betrays the same temper of mind as that of requiring a sign; or at best, it is but that 
weal: belief which says, "unless I handle and feel I will not believe;" and which therefore loses the 
highest blessing, "blessed are they who have not seen, and yet have believed." 

If the Divine presence is among us in these things, unbelief must be met as our LORD met that of the 
Jews. The obstacles to their belief were, first, low conceptions of GOD'S Messiah and His promises. To 
obviate these our SAVIOUR drew their attention to that prophecy where David himself called Him LORD; 
and, secondly, their looking out for a sign, which called from our LORD such visible indications of grief. 
And the remedy which He pointed out for this latter was this, that they should judge of heavenly 
matters as they did of earthly, such as indications of the weather, by affording them such attention as a 
person pays to any object respecting which he is solicitous. They who best know those signs of the 
weather are they whose interest it is to know them. 

The outset, therefore, of such inquiries is, first, that we should form high conceptions of the Divine 
promises and expressions, such, for instance, as "this is my body" (the only expression, I believe, in the 
whole of Scripture, used, on one single occasion, which has been recorded four distinct times in 
precisely the same words); and the second requisite is such an interest as would open our minds to 
acquiesce in the proofs of probable evidence. Both of these would make the reception of the truth to 
depend upon natural piety. It appears that that temper of mind which is produced by obedience to the 
fifth commandment, as extending through the various relations of life, is the foundation of that in the 
character in which piety or devotion consists, producing, as it were, that habitual attitude of the soul. 
And this piety to GOD gives life again in return to that piety which embraces all those lower relations, 
considering such superiors as invested in various ways with something of a Divine prerogative, as faint 
emblems or substitutes of the Supreme Father and Governor. Now, this highest temper of mind in 
natural religion, becoming spiritualized and exalted in the Christian, is rendered immediately in him the 
channel by which are conveyed to him all those gifts in which the kingdom of heaven consists. For first 
of all, by this temper of mind the Christian's affections are carried up through all these inferior relations 
by which the knowledge and power of Christianity is brought down to him) to JESUS CHRIST Himself, as 
the fountain of all good. And then, again, it is impossible to have a high sense of reverence for our 
LORD'S person, without investing all who approach Him with some portion of the same. This Nature 
itself shows us in the case of any strong attachment: and this would exist in all degrees according to the 
nearness of such persons. At first it would extend to apostles, then to apostolical men and fathers, and 
then to those commissioned of the same. This is so necessarily the result of affection, that it is 
impossible to do violence to it without impairing that affection itself. For instance, we cannot allow 
ourselves to think slightingly of apostolical fathers, without thinking so, in some degree, of apostles: and 
we cannot think slightingly of apostles, without lowering our veneration for our LORD Himself. 

The question, therefore, never need be, whether an ordinance, such as that of Episcopacy, can be 
proved to be of Divine command, for it has been observed, that our LORD never said that He was the 
CHRIST. But He was not on that account the less so, nor was it the less necessary that He should be 
received as such. All the external evidence required would be, whether there are indications of a Divine 
preference given to it, for if this can be proved, it is sufficient for a dutiful spirit. In such considerations. 



all that can be said is, "he that can receive it, let him receive it," and that "the poor in spirit" occupy "the 
kingdom." 

It follows, that, although such knowledge be the result of "senses exercised in the discernment of good 
and evil," yet that it depends not on intellectual acuteness, or subtle reasonings. Religion being a 
practical matter, a disposition to argument should be discouraged? and the thoughts directed to 
something practically good; as GOD does not reveal Himself excepting to a certain disposition, the 
question is one of natural piety. 

As our SAVIOUR pointed to His works, instead of declaring Himself, after the same manner, when, in the 
times of Origen, the secret discipline was practised in the Church, which seems to correspond to our 
SAVIOUR'S concealing Himself, he pointed to the lives of Christians, i. e. to the works of CHRIST shown in 
them, as the strongest evidence which he could offer to the world. The truth must ever be propagated 
by some way of this kind, and not by argument. It is perceived whether certain principles are seriously 
held with that consistency and constancy of endurance which attends the conviction of truth. It is to this 
evidence that the eye of mankind looks, and from which How its strong persuasions, otherwise they are 
not held so as to become a part of the character in those that hear of them, and therefore not in reality 
held as moral principles of truth. 

4. This principle of Reserve applied to prevailing opinions on promoting Religion. 

The subject under discussion may in the next place be wisely applied as a test to the popular modes of 
extending Christianity, which partake of the spirit of the age. And these may be considered under three 
heads, that of bringing churches near to the houses of every body, cheap publications, and national 
schools. 

With regard to the building of churches, our LORD'S testimony to the widow's mite, and the costly 
ointment, and to the intention of the man after His own heart, prove such works to be in the highest 
degree acceptable to Him, and therefore necessarily productive of good. And the sacrifices they require 
are greatly beneficial to the individual, merely as religious sacrifices. It is also very important as setting 
up a witness, of which character alone many of the best actions must be. It is indeed one of the most 
natural expressions of a heart rightly disposed, as offerings made to GOD, arising in Him, and resting in 
Him as their end; and therefore there can be no means of promoting the cause of religion higher and 
better than such. Merely, I repeat, as oblations to GOD, and having reference to Him alone; and which of 
course cannot be too costly and expensive in proportion to our own habits of life, which natural piety 
itself would teach. It were painful to think we should bestow ornaments on our own houses, and leave 
the house of GOD without. 

But when the utilitarian view of the subject is taken, are we not thinking that we may do by human 
means, and such as partake of this world, that which is the work of GOD alone, as if the mammon of the 
world could promote the cause of GOD? For if the erection of churches, which from commodiousness 
and easiness of access are to invite, and from their little cost partake more of a low contriving 
expediency than of a generous love of GOD, is to do the work of religion, then is it more easy to win 
souls than Scripture will warrant us in supposing. On the contrary, if the maxim be true, that "men 
venerate that which resisteth them, and that which courteth their favour they despise," then have we to 
fear lest, rather than doing good, we be breaking that holy law, which hath commanded, that we give 
not that which is holy to the dogs; the Church's best gifts be trod under foot, and her enemies turn and 
rend her. For if churches are to be brought home to all, then are all persons to be brought into churches, 
and this by human means. Thus immediately connected with that view alluded to is that of eloquence 



and pleasing delivery, a powerful worldly engine, unlike that weak instrument which St Paul calls "the 
foolishness of preaching;" and liturgies made suitable to the taste of the generality, and canonical hours 
relinquished for those which are more popular, and sacred things brought out of their chaste reserve, 
and put forth to attract. We have not so learned of Him who is the same yesterday, and to-day, and for 
ever. Of Him it is said, that "He spake the word unto them as they were able to hear it;" and that our 
LORD'S own mode of teaching was the one prescribed to His Apostles is evident from the instructions, 
"unto whatsoever city ye enter, enquire who in it is worthy, and there abide." 

All acceptance of divine truth, and all religious worship, must be the spontaneous act of the individual, 
and the more inconvenience or self-denial such an act is accompanied with, the more does it partake of 
the nature of such spontaneous action. The dealings of our LORD seem intended to call out this 
self-denial, but in no way to force it, or to supersede the necessity of it; on the contrary, He appears to 
withdraw to avoid such an effect, "when cast out He resisted not, but retired," as Chrysostom says. The 
Church system is founded on this principle; the daily service actually requires such a devotional habit 
formed by self-discipline, which no attraction or external motive can supply the place of. The writer has 
heard it well remarked, that the tendency of the Church has ever been to prefer earlier hours of the day, 
the present system of the world the later hours, for religious services. The same may be applied also to 
the morning of life, to which the Church looks more than to a late repentance. This arises from the 
former requiring an effort on the part of the individual, the latter meeting him in his indolence. However 
this may be, all the good that can be done to others must be by calling out by some means their 
self-denial. " The kingdom of heaven is preached," but the "violent" alone "press into the possession of 
it." [Pathemata mathemata] was an ancient proverb, and is universally extensive; there is no strength 
but in the Cross. It will always be true of human nature, that it cannot approach GOD without a sacrifice. 

Much of what is here said may be applied to an indiscriminate distribution of Bibles and religious 
publications. We must not expect that the work, which occasioned our SAVIOUR and His disciples so 
much pains, can be done by such means. We have rather to look with awe on these new dealings of 
Providence with mankind. It might perhaps be thought that, if it is a state of the heart alone which can 
receive the truth, to bring it forward before persons unprepared to acknowledge it does not signify. 
Such persons cannot receive it, and therefore the effect is merely nugatory and unavailing. But this does 
not follow: that they cannot receive it is the appointment of GOD, but our attempting to act contrary to 
His mode of acting may be productive of evil. It may arise from a want of real seriousness on the subject 
of religion, and it may be that for this reason we are not acting under the teaching of God, and that, in 
consequence, these effects are prevailing. Are we rightly estimating the consequence of a bare 
knowledge of the Gospel? As a proof that religious knowledge has been otherwise considered, may be 
mentioned one of the short practical rules attributed to St. Basil: the question is asked "whether it be 
advantageous to learn many things out of Scripture?" the answer implies, that, though it be necessary 
for those whose office it is to instruct, yet that all should be cautious that, according to the Apostle's 
injunction, "they think soberly ," earnestly learn their own duty, and do it, only caring for and bent on 
attaining that blessing, "well done, good servant, thou hast been faithful over a few things, I will make 
thee ruler over many." The next question and answer is the following: 

"Q. How ought they to receive the gift, who have been deemed worthy to learn the four Gospels?" 

"A. Since the LORD hath declared that 'to whom men have committed much, of him they will ask the 
more,' they ought to be more exceedingly afraid, and give earnest heed, as the Apostle hath taught us, 
saying, 'as workers together with Him, we beseech you that ye receive not the grace of God in vain.' And 
this will be the case if we be persuaded by the LORD when He saith, 'if ye know these things, happy are 
ye if ye do them .'" 



Here he evidently seems to think that the knowledge of the Gospels was a matter for the most serious 
apprehension, not to be lightly coveted, but received with fear. And these occur among religious rules 
most sensible and practical. 

Thirdly, with regard to national schools. I would be careful not to say any thing that might appear to 
depreciate the value of religious knowledge, but to say that such knowledge is a treasure of so 
transcendent a nature, that it must be handled with sacred care, is not to depreciate, but to exalt its 
value. As our LORD led persons gradually to the knowledge of the truth by quiet teaching, by leading 
them to observe His works, by drawing out their self-denial and engaging their confidence, so, in 
obedience to His command "to make disciples of all nations," the system of the Church is that of 
parental and pastoral training, and building up by practical instruction; such as catechising and the use 
of a constant devotional form. These not having been sufficiently carried on has given rise to two 
effects: the one is an undue preponderance given to preaching, in order to supply the want, as if it were 
able powerfully to bring to the heart that knowledge which has not been received into the character by 
gradual inculcation and discipline; the other effect has been the system of large national schools, the 
object of which is contrary to the spirit of the Church, to impart sacred knowledge without any of this 
training as coinciding with it except in a very limited way, and to inculcate knowledge without 
adequately instilling a sense of its practical importance. 

With regard to preaching, that it cannot of itself supply, the want of the other requisites, is evident. 
George Herbert, indeed, speaks highly of it as an instrument of good, but only as subsidiary. And what 
are his preacher's qualifications? "The character of his sermons," he says, "is holiness; he is not witty, or 
learned, or eloquent, but holy." In another place, he says, his library, from which, of course, his stores 
are drawn, is "a divine life." Speech, therefore, with him is chiefly efficacious, as the means by which the 
all-prevailing force of example passes from one to another; and this brings the subject again to the point 
this treatise would inculcate, that the only way to promote good in others is to begin by self-discipline. 

In addition to all this it must be observed, that the effect of the Church as a witness, though in a manner 
silent and out of sight, is something very great and incalculable, of which I would adduce the following 
instance. Before the Reformation the Church recognized the seven hours of prayer. However these may 
have been practically neglected, or hidden in an unknown tongue, there is no estimating what influence 
this may have had on common people's minds secretly, but we find strong traces of it in these 
circumstances; that not only were numerous books of devotion written by persons of a Catholic spirit, 
recognizing these appointed hours, but many others were evidently attempting to realize to their own 
minds some influence or feeling of want which this system had left on their thoughts. Thus we have 
Nicholas Ferrar supporting in his family an unceasing round of worship, night and day, and reading the 
whole of the Psalms in the twenty-four hours. We have William Law recommending every independent 
Christian to appoint with himself these frequent hours of prayer, making the object of each a distinct 
grace or virtue; and Robert Nelson advises us thus to realize each day some Christian duty. Dr. Sherlock 
of Winwick, in his Practical Christian, is another instance; and many others might be adduced to prove 
the effect which this system had produced in their minds; though the Breviary itself does not appear to 
have been in their thoughts. Since the former system has worn out of people's recollections, and the 
two daily services have been forgotten, practical books of devotion have been of rare occurrence, and 
such as have appeared have been from persons who have been comparatively more alive to the 
existence of such an obligation in the Church. And yet any form of religion that does not support 
devotional habits must be essentially wrong. 

These means are of a more unobtrusive and retiring character than the age approves of, but still this is 
the temper of the Church, as it always has been. Indeed, the great occasions of difference on which 



many Separatists have left, or would leave, her bosom, have been this very temper of reserve, which she 
has inherited from the beginning. It may be observed, that they have in many cases taken some single 
doctrine; which they have put forward in a bold and prominent way, and made the centre of a 
self-formed system, which the Church holds as well as themselves, but after a certain manner of 
reserve, in a certain proportion and in combination with others. 

5. On the necessity of bringing forward the Doctrine of the Atonement. 

We now proceed to the consideration of a subject most important in this point of view,0the prevailing 
notion of bringing forward the Atonement explicitly and prominently on all occasions. It is evidently 
quite opposed to what we consider the teaching of Scripture, nor do we find any sanction for it in the 
Gospels. If the Epistles of St. Paul appear to favour it, it is only at first sight. The singular characteristic of 
St. Paul, as shown in all his Epistles and speeches, seems to have been a going out of himself to enter 
into the feelings and put himself in the circumstances of others. This will account for the occasions on 
which he brings forward this doctrine; as in the Epistles to the Romans and the Galatians. In both of 
these cases, the prejudices which closed up their ears against the reception of the truth were such as 
were essentially opposed to the Atonement. So much in the writings of St. Paul does the Holy Spirit 
adapt His teaching to the wants of each, as our LORD did in His Incarnation, a principle which is opposed 
to this opinion. 

There is another point which might seem to countenance it, that St. Paul speaks of himself as at all times 
preaching "CHRIST crucified;" and it being said by Origen that CHRIST crucified was the first doctrine 
taught, and that of our LORD'S divinity the last which men came to know. But this, in fact, so far from 
contradicting, strongly confirms the view here taken; it will be evident, on a little attention, that when 
St. Paul thus speaks, it is not the Atonement and Divinity of our LORD which he brings forward, although 
it is implied in that saying. The whole of St. Paul's life and actions, after his conversion, and the whole of 
his teaching, as appears from the Epistles, may be said to have been nothing else but a setting forth of 
CHRIST crucified, as the one great principle which absorbed all his heart, and actuated all his conduct. It 
was the wood cast into the waters which entirely changed them into its own nature, and impregnated 
them with itself. This is intimated by expressions of this kind which are of continual occurrence, such as, 
" GOD forbid that I should glory save in the Cross of our LORD JESUS CHRIST;" "I was determined not to 
know any thing among you but CHRIST crucified;" "But we preach CHRIST crucified." Now these words of 
course imply "the Atonement" as a life-giving principle contained in them; but it is a great mistake to 
suppose that they contain nothing more, or that, by preaching the Atonement, we are preaching what 
St. Paul meant by CHRIST crucified. It may be seen by an attention to the context in all the passages 
where these expressions occur, that it is a very different view, and in fact, the opposite to the modern 
notion, which St. Paul always intends by it. It is the necessity of our being crucified to the world, it is our 
humiliation together with Him, mortification of the flesh, being made conformable to His sufferings and 
His death. It was a doctrine which was "foolishness to the wise and an offence to the Jew," on account 
of the abasement of the natural man which it implied. Whereas, the notion now prevailing is attractive 
to the world, in the naked way in which it is put forth, so as rather to diminish, than increase, a sense of 
responsibility and consequent humiliation. If the doctrine of the Atonement is conveyed in the 
expression of CHRIST crucified as used by St. Paul, it is by teaching, at the same time, the necessity 
of-our mortification, which is repugnant to opinions now received. It is expressing, in other words, our 
SAVIOUR'S declaration, " he that cometh after me must take up his cross daily and follow me." They 
both imply that we cannot approach GOD without a sacrifice,0a sacrifice on the part of human nature in 
union with that of our SAVIOUR. Both of which seem to be taught in the legal sacrifices. 

The Cross of CHRIST which St. Paul preached was that by which "the world was crucified to him and he 



was crucified to the world," "bearing about in the body the dying of the LORD JESUS." And precisely the 
same was the teaching of our blessed LORD also. His own humiliation, and the necessity of our 
humiliation together with Him, was the doctrine signified by the Cross which He put forth and inculcated 
on the multitude, in distinction from that of His own divinity, and our salvation through the same, which 
He rather kept secret. This is remarkably shown in the 8th chapter of St. Mark; after the confession of St. 
Peter, it is added, and "He charged them that they should tell no man concerning Him." And He began to 
teach them, as the account continues, concerning His sufferings, to which it is immediately added, "and 
he spake that saying openly," and the account proceeds, and "when He had called the people unto Him 
with His disciples also, He said unto them, Whosoever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take 
up his cross, and follow me." We cannot but contrast the full declarations, so often repeated, 
concerning His sufferings, with the mysterious silence respecting His divinity; and we must observe that 
the mention of those sufferings is introduced in conjunction with that of the necessity of His disciples 
drinking of the same cup. 

In all things it would appear that this doctrine, so far from its being what is supposed, is in fact the very 
"secret of the LORD," which Solomon says "is with the righteous," and "the covenant" not to be lightly 
spoken of by man, but which "He will show to them that fear Him:" That knowledge which is blessed, 
because flesh and blood cannot reveal it, but the Father only. The "hidden manna" which He will give to 
those who overcome the world: the white stone, with "a new name" written thereon, "which no man 
knoweth, saving he that receiveth it." 

The cause of the extraordinary prevalence of this modern opinion, of the necessity of preaching the 
Atonement thus explicitly, seems to be this: The doctrine of the Atonement is secretly implied in the 
whole of Scripture, in the Law and the Prophets, and the New Testament. In the Gospel it is in most of 
the precepts, in the blessings; in most of the parables, so much so, that they would have no meaning 
without it as the foundation: for how is the mourner to be comforted without it, or the poor in spirit to 
have a kingdom? how is the prodigal to be received with such welcome, or what is the pearl of great 
price, and the hidden treasure? In like manner ought it to pervade the teaching of the Church under the 
same Spirit, as doubtless it does its Liturgies, especially the Baptismal Service. And as a more and more 
full reception of this truth will accompany all growth in grace in a good man, proceeding from CHRIST 
crucified, to a broader, and deeper, and higher sense of that Atonement and our LORD'S divinity, so will 
it pervade all his teaching under the same Spirit. Since the great loss of Christian principle, which our 
Church sustained at the Rebellion of 1688; when she threw as it were out of her pale the doctrine of 
CHRIST crucified, (together with Ken and Kettlewell) a low tone of morals has pervaded her teaching, 
and not founded on the great Christian principle, and that Baptism, which implied it, has been much 
forgotten. The reaction which usually attends popular feeling, has brought in the present opinions, 
which, as might be expected, has rather caught at the shadow, than attained to the substance, of that 
truth, which is as much above our nature, as heaven is above earth. 

The apparent paradox which we witness, of Christianity having become publicly acceptable to the world, 
contrary to our LORD'S express declarations, can only be accounted for by its having been put forward 
without its distinguishing characteristic, the humiliation of the natural man: the doctrine of the Cross 
having been in some manner hidden: or those truths connected with it which are most agreeable to 
mankind being brought forward alone. "Had the design of our LORD'S coming," says Pascal, "been the 
work of Justification only, it had been then the easiest task in the world to convince an unbeliever. But 
since he came, as Isaiah prophetically speaks, in sanctificationem et in scandalum, perverse Infidelity is 
above our strength to conquer, and our art to cure." (page 179.) The teaching alluded to has practically 
made a separation between these doctrines, or, at least, has led the world to do so. 



Every great doctrine in Scripture secretly pervades the whole of it under different forms, and in different 
degrees, and we cannot calculate on the danger that may ensue, when we not only give an undue and 
exclusive prominence to any one truth, but bring forward that one singly and nakedly, without all that 
which accompanies it in Scripture. This may be seen in another instance; take the doctrine of eternal 
punishment: it is surrounded with speculative difficulties which might pronounce it incompatible with 
the goodness of GOD. The natural man is averse to receive it. But it comes to us in Scripture 
accompanied with so many circumstances equally mysterious and apparently connected with it, that a 
devout mind becomes prepared to receive it, in conjunction with many others, which it acquiesces in, 
though it cannot explain. As, for instance, the imprecations on the wicked, which abound in the Psalms, 
in which there is something incompatible with Christian feeling and the feebleness of our knowledge. 
But a good man, instead of explaining them away, learns from them a sense of awful acquiescence in 
the divine judgments; which prepares his mind to receive the other great doctrine, in a way that he 
would not otherwise have done. For we cannot but conceive these expressions to he bound up in some 
secret manner with that incomprehensible mystery, that, at the consummation of the world, the 
righteous shall be so entirely resigned to the Divine will, as somehow, we know not how, to acquiesce in 
the destruction of the wicked. As if the Almighty, in these passages of Scripture, were taking us into his 
own counsels, and making us, in some mysterious manner, partakers of them. This instance may serve 
to show how persons may be led practically to reject the most important doctrines, on account of their 
impatience at other parts of Holy Scripture. 

And not only is the exclusive and naked exposure of so very sacred a truth unscriptural and dangerous, 
but, as Bishop Wilson says, the comforts of Religion ought to be applied with great caution. And 
moreover to require, as is sometimes done, from both grown persons and children, an explicit 
declaration of a belief in the Atonement, and the full assurance of its power, appears equally untenable. 
For if, in the case of Abraham, and many others of the most approved faith in CHRIST, there was no such 
explicit knowledge, it may be the case now. If a poor woman, ignorant and superstitious, as might be 
supposed, was received by our LORD by so instant a blessing for touching the border of His clothes, may 
it not have been the case that in times, which are now considered dark and lost to Gospel truth, there 
might have been many such? That there might have been many a helpless person, who knelt to a 
crucifix in a village churchyard, who might have done so under a more true sense of that faith which is 
unto life, than those who are able to express the most enlightened knowledge. And therefore, though 
such as would be now considered in a state of darkness, had more fully arrived at those treasures of 
wisdom which are hid in CHRIST. 

Now all these unhallowed approaches to our blessed SAVIOUR which these principles indicate, will, from 
what has been said, in some manner lead to a disbelief in His divinity, the knowledge of which, it has 
been observed, was that which He kept from the unworthy. Not that we are to expect a declaration of 
Socinianism as its immediate consequence; but there are two ways in which the effect may be 
perceived; first, when the system develops itself in any course of time adequate for producing its 
legitimate results; and, secondly, it may be seen in a subtle shape in the tendency it produces in 
individuals to apply familiar and irreverent expressions to-our blessed LORD. For such is, in fact, a 
disguised shape of Socinianism. It may ajso be seen in a disposition to deny His Divine Presence and 
Power in His Sacraments,Ethe regenerating grace of one, and the Spiritual presence in the other. And 
this view of the subject derives confirmation from the Prophecies, which indicate that all corruptions 
tend to that apostasy which shall deny the SON. It may be that these are but accidental developments of 
a great necessary and essential principle, ending in the denial of "the LORD that bought them." 

But these general tendencies must not of course be applied to individuals, who may acquiesce in, or not 
see the danger of the system they espouse ; for we know there is often a great deal in the character to 



counteract one admitted principle; and it is often the case, by GOD'S mercy, that in particular instances 
wrong principles are not received into the heart and conduct, no more than in other cases good ones, 
which are professed. We must observe, that in the Old Testament, all approaches to GOD were 
accompanied with sacrifices and ablutions; in the Gospel with the denunciation of our SAVIOUR'S, that 
none are to follow Him without taking up the cross daily,Eland the fuller manifestation at the last is seen 
through the extreme humiliation of human nature in CHRIST crucified. Afterwards, it is preached by St. 
Paul, while bearing about in the body the marks of the LORD JESUS; and received by his converts in a 
participation of the same sufferings. By St. John, our LORD'S Divinity is put forth with the repeated and 
unceasing exhortations of keeping the commandments. All of these are varied expositions of the 
expression, "now mine eye seeth Thee, wherefore I abhor myself, and repent in dust and ashes" (Job xlii. 
6). Perhaps there is no giving glory to GOD without this humiliation of the creature, as David to the 
reproaches of his wife expresses his holy determination, "I will yet be more vile than thus, and will be 
base in mine own sight." For "no flesh shall glory in His presence." But what is remarkable in this late 
moral phenomenon, is the reverse to all this,Elit is accompanied with a great impatience, not only of any 
holding back of this Divine truth, but of the inculcation of it being accompanied with that of the 
necessity of mortification and obedience on the part of man. 

And here it may be asked, if this necessary tendency to some subtle form of Socinianism accompanies all 
practical disregard to Religion when professed: how is this proved in the case of the Roman Church, 
which, notwithstanding its extensive corruption, has served, by GOD'S protection, as a safeguard for the 
Catholic truth? It will explain a circumstance that seems otherwise unaccountable, the extraordinary, 
yet powerfully prevailing, tendency to substitute the Virgin as the object of religious worship. The great 
Catholic doctrine of the Trinity being so strongly established among them by entering into all their 
devotional forms and Creeds, that it could not be shaken, human depravity has sought out an opening 
for itself under another shape. It is by this means the natural heart lowers the object of its worship to its 
own frailty, so as to approach that object in Prayer without Holiness of life. Which is in fact the object of 
every false or perverted religion. 

6. On Reserve in speaking of Sacred Things. 

In immediate connection with these topics, is that of not observing any Reserve on sacred subjects, or 
rather of casting aside that Reserve which is natural both in conversation and in writing. 

It seems to arise from causes not unsimilar to those which have been at the bottom of most of the 
things alluded to, viz. an attempt to remedy certain effects and symptoms which indicate a want of 
Religion, instead of the want itself. 

A simple and unaffected piety will fulfil the injunctions of Scripture, which says prophetically of our 
blessed SAVIOUR, and doubtless in Him of all His members, "I have not hid Thy righteousness within my 
heart, my talk hath been of Thy truth and of Thy salvation;" and "the mouth of the righteous speaketh 
wisdom and his tongue talketh of judgment;" his endeavours will be to fulfil the Apostolical injunction, 
"that his conversation be good for the use of edifying," "seasoned with salt" of Scripture principle, and 
"ministering grace." Add to which that bearing testimony to GOD'S truth in common discourse is a duty 
of the very highest importance. 

Agreeable to these commands are the practical remarks of Bishop Wilson, that "hearts truly touched 
with the love of GOD will minister light and warmth to each other in ordinary conversation." It is a 
distinct subject of his prayers that he may do so; and he observes that it was the constant practice of our 
blessed SAVIOUR to leave all persons better with whom he conversed. 



But the force of all this arises from this, that in all these cases it is "from the abundance of the heart the 
mouth speaketh." Bishop Wilson himself gives the caution, that we should never talk of religion without 
thinking seriously; that such conversation should be affectionate, seasonable, and "not casting pearls 
before swine." And surely our blessed LORD'S example was entirely of this kind, what we might be 
allowed to call perfectly natural; drawing out from every passing event treasures of wisdom, and also 
from the secret thoughts of His hearers. But the great sacred lesson was often only implied, and which 
might occur afterwards on attentive recollection. 

The injury produced by the habit here condemned is from what Bishop Butler mentions on the 
formation of moral habits, that going over the theories of religion has the effect of hardening the heart. 
And Aristotle had long before observed that the reason why persons did not improve in virtue was, that 
they have recourse to theory and words to persuade themselves that they are good, and so do not 
labour after internal habits. To this it may be added, that strong right feeling may find a vent in talking, 
which it would otherwise seek for in action. 

The same may be said of bringing forward the name of the ever-blessed Spirit of GOD without serious 
attention: the effect of this is to take away the sense of reality, and to habituate the mind to 
irreverence. "Whenever you happen to hear the name of GOD mentioned," says Norris, in his advice to 
his children, "accustom yourself to make a reverential pause, and form within yourselves an inward act 
of adoration; whereby you will be less apt to profane that great and venerable name in your more 
solemn addresses." 

7. The important practical conclusion. 

But the one great practical consideration, and which contains in it all others, which is to be gained from 
a due regard to the whole of the subject which has been investigated, is one which is full of awe, indeed, 
but also full of consolation, as tending to keep the mind quiet in times of universal movement and 
excitement. That JESUS CHRIST is now, and has been at all times, hiding Himself from us, but at the same 
time exceedingly desirous to communicate Himself, and that exactly in proportion as we show ourselves 
worthy He will disclose Himself to us; that if we constrain Him He will come in and abide with us; that 
unsatisfactory as human knowledge is, and the increase of which is the increase of care, a knowledge 
which puffeth up; yet that there is a knowledge which humbleth, which is infinite in its nature, and is 
nothing else than deeper, and higher, and broader views of the mystery which is hid in CHRIST. 

That although Scripture does not set before us any sensible joy or satisfaction to be sought for, as the 
end of holiness, yet it does this knowledge; which is attainable by nothing else but by making the study 
of Divinity to consist in a Divine life. 

That with regard to any ways of doing good to the world, it is far too great a work for any thing of 
human device, or any plans that partake of this world to perform; but if in. the prescribed path of duty 
we shall be enabled to obtain this light, it will from us be communicated to others, but perhaps only in 
some secret way which is known to GOD, and which the world esteems foolishness, but a power which 
is of GOD, and therefore must overcome the world. 

That all the means of grace faithfully cherished will lead us, as it were, step by step, into all these 
treasures, inexhaustible in their nature, limitless in their duration, and exceeding all conception of man, 
the blessing of the pure in heart, that they shall see GOD. 

And to see GOD implies, even in this world, in all apparent imperfections, to discern something which is 
harmonious and life-giving; for even earthly passion, after the similitude of this affection which is 




heavenly, invests all things with itself, and makes them to speak eloquently its own language. 


It is to be observed, that Holy Scripture not only speaks of it as the light within, and its being darkened 
as a great darkness, but introduces the natural senses as being in some manner the seats or partakers of 
it. The loss of it is not only the heart being hardened, but the eyes being blinded, and the ears made dull 
of hearing. As if, when quickened by this internal light, all the senses were made to communicate with 
and to convey from things without this heavenly wisdom. Such expressions are not made use of merely 
as figures. 

Such a knowledge must include a power of setting a right value on all objects, which occupy the 
imagination and affections of the natural man, such as power, and wealth, and reputation, and beauty, 
and learning, and genius; such a light in the mind must show the right proportions of these things after 
some heavenly manner. 

But the whole of this subject, so truly divine and holy, it is perhaps better not to dwell on, from all that 
has been said: not only that we may not as we necessarily must do, speak unworthily of it, but also lest, 
making it a matter of words, we should please ourselves, and not be earnest enough to attain it. 


Tracts for the Times Testimony of Writers of the Later English Church To the doctrine of the 
Eucharistic Sacrifice,With an Historical Account of the Changes Made in the Liturgy as to the Expression 
of that Doctrine. Number. 81. Catena Patrum. No. IV. [By Edward Bouverie Pusey] 


THE general character and object of these Catenae is the same: viz. to exhibit the practical working of 
the system and peculiar temper and principles of our Church upon the minds of the more faithful of her 
sons, whether acting upon them through the channel of reflection or learning, or through the deference 
of a single-hearted simplicity. The extent and character of this influence will, however, necessarily vary, 
according to the nature of the several doctrines, and the degree in which they enter into that system. 
Doctrines, for instance, are impressed more or less prominently, and in different ways, in her Creeds, or 
her Prayers, or her Catechism, or her selection of Holy Scripture: some definitely and tangibly, some 
conveyed in a general tone, which runs throughout, and which may be called the hqoV, or spirit of the 



Church: some again have been retained by oral tradition, and maintained by her uniform spirit of 
deference to the early Church, whose hallowed lamp she carries on, and whose handmaid she is. Such, 
for instance, is her view of the spiritual benefits of absolution and confirmation, or the spiritual gifts in 
ordination, which are assumed to be great and real, where these ordinances are duly and worthily 
received; but what they are, is not dogmatically enunciated, being presupposed as already known, 
through the successive teaching of her Ministers. So in other points, wherein they, who at the time had 
the deposit of her faith committed to them, were persuaded to withdraw from common use, or to leave 
hut slight indications of, doctrine, which had recently and might again be abused. This might, by a sort of 
analogy, as far as relates to the object, be called the "disciplina arcani" of the Anglican Church; only, it 
was so far a hazardous experiment, in that no provision was made (as in the antient Church) for 
authoritatively inculcating upon those fit to receive it, the doctrine thus withheld from the unworthy or 
uninstructed. It was left to tradition, but that tradition was not guarded. One must, also, herein not 
speak of the wisdom or foresight of individuals, but of the good Providence of God, controlling and 
guiding the genius of the Church. "Not through our merit but His mercy; not through our foresight but 
His Providence; not through our own arm but His right hand and His arm were we rescued and 
delivered." Yet since He "saw some good thing in us," He so directed our Church's reverence for the 
good old Fathers of the primitive Church" as not indeed to exempt us from "suffering loss" but still with 
safety of our "lives" as a Church. For "loss" He has ordained all to suffer, who in any way tamper, 
whether by adding to or taking away from, the Apostolic deposit of sound words; yet since we had in 
most things been faithful, He chastened us only, and gave us not over unto death. 

Of this latter kind--a doctrine, namely, which our Church retains, but one of the most withdrawn from 
sight, lest it should, at one time, perchance have been misapplied or profaned, is the doctrine of a 
Sacrifice in the Blessed Eucharist. It is not here intended to speak disparagingly of those of the revisers 
of our Liturgy, who furthered or consented to the suppression of doctrine visible in the 2d book of 
Edward VI. They listened or yielded to foreign advisers, who had their minds fixed solely on the 
"blasphemous fables and dangerous deceits," which the Church of Rome had connected with the true 
doctrine, and who had themselves lost it. Happy, if while guarding against the errors of Rome, they had 
escaped the opposite danger of fomenting profane indifference or unbelief, which have left their own 
homes desolate! And the revisers of our own Liturgy, in the latter part of the reign of Edward VI, would 
have acted with greater wisdom and a firmer faith, had they continued to retain the explicit statements 
of the Catholic doctrine, and sought other means of averting its abuse, or left the correction to Almighty 
God, who gave that doctrine. Nor can one doubt that if they could have foreseen, whither this 
half-suppression of true doctrine would lead, they would have guarded in some other way against any 
temporary danger which might arise from the association of past errors therewith. There is evidence, as 
will appear hereafter, that those of the revisers, who were most yielding, themselves held, and were 
prepared to maintain, the Catholic doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice; one cannot indeed suppose that 
they felt altogether, even as men might, its great value and privilege: they had been engaged in 
controverting errors connected with a high view of sacred doctrine; and such errors cannot be 
controverted without great peril to the delicacy of our own faith, and our refined and affectionate 
apprehension of it; the office of assault makes the mind rough and rude, and associates jarring thoughts 
with the doctrine thus approached, (so that the Spirit of love cannot dwell there,) and, again, it almost 
forces the mind to speak familiarly on high mysteries, thereby injuring the reverence by which they must 
be apprehended. Then also, the very notion of disguising the expression of any doctrine implies a 
diminished estimation of it; the debating about it, preparing for it, at last, the overt act of doing it, are so 
many acts of forfeiture. For he that hath not, from him shall be taken away even that he hath." Whoso 
watches not jealously over the deposit committed to him shall lose it. Still the revisers in question had 
the doctrine, and wished, in their way, to keep it, and so would be grieved to find that their mode of 



acting had nearly forfeited it to the Church. But, further, no doctrine can be lost, or injured singly. We 
may not indeed maintain any doctrine, or rest its principal importance, upon its connection with or 
bearings upon some other doctrine, lest we arrogate too much to ourselves, and lose sight of the 
intrinsic value of the doctrine, which we presume to make thus dependent on another; still it is 
allowable to point out any additional evils, which departure from that doctrine may have. We know not 
then how great may be the loss of the doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice in itself; undoubtedly much 
greater than they are aware of, who, while in the flesh, think it the greatest; the loss of this, as a 
devotional act, may he an unspeakable evil to the whole Church, and intercept much of the favour of 
the FATHER from us, and of the fulness of His blessings in His SON. And so, on the other hand, we may 
perhaps look upon the "chain of witnesses" here adduced, not only as having attested and perpetuated 
the truth, but also, each in their generation (with a multitude of others whom they represent, and who 
more or less consciously and distinctly performed the same act of devotion and held the same truth) 
obtaining a measure of favour of GOD for His Church here by pleading thus the merits of their LORD. But 
apart from this, the highest and most mysterious part of the subject, it may be noticed as a fact, that the 
way wherein the doctrine of the Communication of the Body and Blood of CHRIST in the Holy Eucharist 
has been received, has always been proportioned to this of the "commemorative sacrifice." Both were 
held in high and awful honour in the Primitive Church, both perverted in the later Church of Rome, both 
depreciated by Ultra-Protestants; and among ourselves, the reverence felt towards the one Mystery has 
been generally heightened or depressed, according to the several degrees in which the other was 
received; and not these only, but (since every portion of our faith is indissolubly although invisibly linked 
with every other portion,) other truths also which people do not readily suspect. It was easy for those, 
free from the errors of Rome, to see that her doctrine of the sacrifice interfered with that of the one 
Sacrifice on the Cross; but many overlooked that the belief in that Sacrifice might then only be 
altogether sound, when the Eucharistic Sacrifice was also reverenced. 

It may be well, however, in these days, before going further, to state briefly what that doctrine is, and 
what the Romanist corruption of it. The doctrine then of the early Church was this; that "in the 
Eucharist, an oblation or sacrifice was made by the Church to GOD, under the form of His creatures of 
bread and wine, according to our Blessed LORD'S holy institution, in memory of His Cross and Passion;" 
and this they believed to be the "pure offering" or sacrifice which the Prophet Malachi foretold that the 
Gentiles should offer; and that it was enjoined by our LORD in the words "Do this for a memorial of Me;" 
that it was alluded to when our LORD or St. Paul speak of a Christian "altar" (St. Matt. v. 23. Heb. xiii. 
10.), and was typified by the Passover, which was both a sacrifice and a feast upon a sacrifice. For the 
first passover had been a vicarious sacrifice, the appointed means of saving life, when the first-born of 
the Egyptians were slain; and like all other vicarious sacrifices, it shadowed out that of our LORD on the 
Cross; the subsequent Passovers were sacrifices, commemorative of that first sacrifice, and so typical of 
the Eucharist, as commemorating and shewing forth our LORD'S sacrifice on the Cross. Not that they 
reasoned so, but they knew it to be thus, because they had been taught it, and incidentally mentioned 
these circumstances, which people would now call evidence or grounds and reasons. This 
commemorative oblation or sacrifice they doubted not to be acceptable to God, who had appointed it; 
and so to be also a means of bringing down GOD'S favour upon the whole Church. And, if we were to 
analyze their feelings in our way, how should it be otherwise, when they presented to the ALMIGHTY 
FATHER the symbols and memorials of the meritorious Death and Passion of His Only Begotten and 
Well-beloved SON, and besought Him by that precious sacrifice to look graciously upon the Church 
which He had purchased with His own blood--offering the memorials of that same sacrifice which He, 
our great High-Priest, made once for all, and now being entered within the veil, unceasingly presents 
before the FATHER, and the representation of which He has commanded us to make? It is, then, to use 
our technical phraseology, "a commemorative, impetratory sacrifice," which is all one with saying that it 



is well-pleasing to GOD; for what is well-pleasing to Him, how should it not bring down blessings upon 
us? They preferred to speak of it in language which, while it guarded against the errors of their days, the 
confusion with the sacrifices of Jew or Pagan, expressed their reverence for the memorials of their 
SAVIOUR'S Body and Blood, and named it "the aweful and unbloody sacrifice," or the like, as men would, 
with a sense of the unfathomable mystery of GOD'S goodness connected therewith. This pleading of our 
SAVIOUR'S merits, by a sacrifice instituted by Himself, was (they doubted not) regarded graciously by 
GOD, for the remission of sins; as indeed our LORD had said, "This is My Blood which is shed for you and 
for many for the remission of sins." The Eucharist then, according to them, consisted of two parts, a 
"commemorative sacrifice" and a "Communion" or Communication; the former obtaining remission of 
sins for the Church; the Communion "the strengthening and refreshing of the soul," although, inasmuch 
as it united the believer with CHRIST, it indirectly conveyed remission of sins too. The Communion was 
(to use a modern phrase) the feast upon the sacrifice thus offered. They first offered to GOD His gifts, in 
commemoration of that His inestimable gift, and placed them upon His altar here, to be received and 
presented on the Heavenly Altar by Him, our High-Priest; and then, trusted to receive them back, 
conveying to them the life-giving Body and Blood. As being, moreover, appointed by their LORD, they 
believed that the continual oblation of this sacrifice (like the daily sacrifice appointed in the elder 
Church) was a benefit to the whole Church, independently and over and above the benefit to the 
individual communicants--that the sacrifices in each branch of the Christian Church were mutually of 
benefit to every other branch, each to all and all to each: and so also this common interest in the 
sacrifice of the memorials of their SAVIOUR'S Passion was one visible, yea, and (since GOD for its sake 
diffused unseen and inestimable blessings through the whole mystical body of His SON) an invisible 
spiritual bond of the Communion of Saints throughout the whole Body. "There is one JESUS CHRIST," 
says St. Ignatius, "who is above all: haste ye then all together, as to one Temple of GOD, as to one Altar, 
as to one CHRIST JESUS, who came forth from One FATHER, and is in One, and to One returned." [Ep. ad 
Magnes. §. 7] Lastly, since they knew not of our chill separation between those who, being dead in 
CHRIST, live to CHRIST and with CHRIST, and those who are yet in the flesh, they felt assured that this 
sacrifice offered by the Church on earth, for the whole Church, conveyed to that portion of the Church, 
which had passed into the unseen world, such benefits of CHRIST'S death as (their conflicts over, and 
they in rest) were still applicable to them. For their state, although higher far and purified, was yet 
necessarily imperfect, since the consummation of all things was not yet; and so they thought, was 
capable of increased spiritual joys, and fuller disclosures of the Beatific Vision. At all events, it had ever 
been the received practice of every branch of the Church Catholic, then to remember the "dead in 
CHRIST," and so whatever might become of their own individual surmises as to the mode, or extent of 
its efficacy, they comforted themselves, that being according to the will of GOD, it must in some way be 
of benefit to them. The merits of CHRIST'S death it is, which still keeps in subsistence a sinful world, and 
retains GOD'S love for the Church; it is in His Son, that the whole Church, notwithstanding her manifold 
deficiencies and unfaithfulnesses, is still acceptable to Him, and, "in the unity of the Church" and so in 
CHRIST, all the several members of the one Body: and they who sleep in CHRIST, are in CHRIST. Why 
then should we take upon ourselves to say that they, who are His members, as well as we, have no 
interest in this, which is offered as a memorial for all? or why should men think it an unhappiness or 
imperfection, that they should obtain additional joys and satisfactions thereby? 

The Romish Church corrupted and marred the Apostolic doctrine in two ways. 1st. By the error of 
transubstantiation. 2nd. By that of purgatory. And in both there occurs that peculiar corruption of the 
administrators of the Romish Church, that they countenance so much more of profitable error, than in 
their abstract system they acknowledge. Thus by combining the doctrine of Transubstantiation with that 
of the Sacrifice in the Eucharist, the laity were persuaded that not only a commemorative sacrifice, but 
that CHRIST Himself was again offered; as indeed one of their own writers confesses; "It is true, and 



impossible to deny, that many theologians of the Romish Church took occasion of the name of sacrifice 
given to the Eucharist, to tell us of a fresh immolation and death; to attach to it an efficacy of its own [i. 
e. independent of the one meritorious Sacrifice on the Cross], and an independent merit; to make us 
place therein a confidence which cannot but be superstitious, whenever it refers not to the Sacrifice of 
the Cross." [Courayer, Reponse au P. Le Quien, c. xvii. p. 469. Even the excellent Nicole frequently 
repeats: "The sacrifice of the Mass is the same as that of the Cross; it is substantially the same sacrifice, 
because it is the same Victim, the same JESUS CHRIST who offers to His FATHER the same Body and 
Blood upon our altars, as He offered in Calvary." Esprit de M. Nicole, p. 533. M. Nicole a little softens 
this, but still keeps the main position, "that the sacrifices on the Cross and the Altar were the same, 
because it is the same JESUS CHRIST who offers Himself in the one as in the other." These writers make 
the Sacrifice both the same and distinct; through Transubstantiation, the same, and yet, in act, distinct. 
But for the doctrine of Transubstantiation, Nicole might have a right meaning.] These false notions, in 
themselves, aggrandized the character of the priesthood, and as such, it was part of the unhappy policy 
of Rome to countenance them; and while (to take the mildest view) she narrowly observed the 
erroneous tendencies which were almost unavoidably mixed up in the minds of individuals with the 
reformed doctrine, she had no sense for her own; she thought no deeds cruel which would remove the 
motes that threatened to darken her sister's eye, but perceived not the beam in her own. While 
repressing even by the shedding of blood the slightest approximation to the Reformed doctrine, she 
rebuked not errors which entrenched on the authority of our LORD. Joined, however, with the doctrine 
of purgatory, the sacrifice of the Mass gained for them another accession of power, the extent whereof, 
and of the abuses therewith connected, is not now easily appreciated. For the souls oi almost all, if not 
all, who passed out of this life, were supposed to go into purgatory; its pains were regarded as 
intolerable, equal, except in duration, to those of Hell. From these torments the sacrifice of the Mass 
came to be practically regarded as the only means of deliverance. For when it was believed that CHRIST 
was "truly and indeed, in respect of His very Body and Blood, offered up to His FATHER under the form 
of bread and wine, in the daily sacrifice of the Church," [Harding ap. Jewel, Reply, c. xvii. init.] nothing 
else, however abstractedly it might be allowed to be of use, could in comparison be of any moment. 
[One illustration of the practical combination of these doctrines may suffice, viz. the way in which even 
Sir Thomas More writes in a practical and popular work. A book, namely, "the Supplication of Beggars," 
had been put out, complaining that the charity destined for their relief had been turned aside to pay the 
priests for saying masses. Against this. Sir Thomas More, "Counsellor to our Sovereign Lord the King, and 
Chancellor of his duchy of Lancaster," wrote "The Supplication of Soules against the Supplication of 
Beggars." It thus begins; "In most piteous wise continually calleth and crieth upon your devout charity 
and most tender pity, for help, comfort, and relief, your late acquaintance, kindred, spouses, 
companions, play-fellows, and friends, and now your humble and unacquainted and half-forgotten 
suppliants, poor prisoners of GOD, the silly souls in purgatory, here abiding and enduring the grievous 
pains and hot cleansing fire, that fretteth and burneth out the rust and filthy spots of our sin, till the 
mercy of ALMIGHTY GOD, the rather by your good and charitable means, vouchsafe to deliver us hence. 
From whence, if ye marvel why we more now molest and trouble you with our writing than ever we 
were wont before, it may like you to wit and understand, that hitherto, tho' we have been with many 
folk much forgotten of negligence, yet hath alway good folk remembered us, and we have been 
recommended unto GOD, and eased and holpen, and relieved, both by the priests' prayers, of good 
virtuous people, and specially by the daily masses, and other ghostly suffrages of priests, religious, and 
folk of holy Church. But now sith that of late, there are sprung up certain seditious persons, which not 
only travail and labour to destroy them by whom we be much holpen, but also to sow and set forth such 
a pestilent opinion against our self, as once received and believed among the people, must need take 
from us the relief and comfort that ever should come to us by the charitable alms, prayers, and good 
works of the world; ye may take it for no wonder, tho' we silly souls that have long lien and cried so far 



from you, that we seldom break your sleep, do now, in this our great fear of our utter loss for ever of 
your loving remembrance and relief, not yet importunately bereave you of your rest with crying at your 
ears, at unseasonable time, when ye would (which we do never) repose yourself and take ease," &c. 
(Works p. 288). In p. 316 they speak of the "pains which will else hold them here with us in fire and 
torments intolerable, only God knoweth how long."] The corruptions, occasions of avarice, superstition, 
and profaneness thence ensuing, exceed all bounds. Even the Council of Trent was obliged to address 
itself to the remedy of them. [In the decree on Purgatory.] The connection then of the doctrine of the 
sacrifice with the two errors of Transubstantiation and Purgatory, at the Reformation, was of much 
moment; and of these, the fundamental error was that of Transubstantiation. "St. Cyprian saith," says 
Bishop Jewell to Harding, [Defence of Apology, P. 2. c. 5. v. fin. p. 140.] we offer our LORD'S cup mixed 
with wine. But he saith not as you say, 'we offer up the Son of God substantially and really unto the 
FATHER.' "Take away only this blasphemy, wherewith you have deceived the world, and then talk of 
mingling the cup and of the sacrifice while ye list." "Do ye take away from the Mass your 
Trasubstantiation," says Bishop Andrews [Respons. ad Card. Bellarm. c. 8.] to Cardinal Bellarmine, "and 
we shall not long have any question about the sacrifice." "This kind of oblation," [the Romish] "standeth 
upon Transubstantiation, his cousin-german," says Bishop Ridley, [Brief declaration of the Lord's Supper 
p. 16.] "and they do both grow upon one ground." And at the beginning of his book, [Ibid. p. 6.] "As in a 
man diseased in divers parts, commonly the original cause of such divers diseases, which is spreading 
abroad in the body, do come from one chief member,--even so all five points aforesaid do chiefly hang 
upon this one question: What is the matter of the sacrament? Whether is it the natural substance of 
bread, or the natural substance of CHRIST'S own body?--For if it be CHRIST'S own natural body, born of 
the Virgin,--then assuredly they must needs grant Transubstantiation, that is, a change of the substance 
of bread into the substance of CHRIST'S body. Then also they must needs grant the carnal and corporal 
presence of CHRIST'S body. Then must the sacrament be adored with the honour due to CHRIST Himself, 
for the unity of the two natures in one person. Then if the priest do offer the Sacrament, he doth offer 
indeed CHRIST Himself." And again [Ibid p. 17.], "Transubstantiation is the very foundation, whereon all 
their erroneous doctrine doth stand." 

How then did those who revised our Liturgy separate the true doctrine from the false? The doctrine of 
Purgatory was entirely connected with the private masses, i. e. such as the priest celebrated alone, 
when there was the sacrifice, but no communion; for these, as being said especially for the deceased, 
were more costly, and it was profitable to multiply them. ["These monstrous things (that the Mass is a 
sacrifice for the remission of sins, and that it is applied by the priest to them for whom he saith or 
singeth, &c.) were never seen or known of the old and primitive Church, nor was there not then in one 
church many masses every day; but there were then no daily private masses, where every priest 
received alone, like as until this day there is none in the Greek churches but one common-mass in a day. 
Nor the holy fathers of the old Church would not have suffered such ungodly and wicked abuses of the 
Lord's Supper. But these private masses sprung up of late years, partly through the ignorance and 
superstition of unlearned monks and friars, which knew not what a sacrifice was, but made of the mass 
a sacrifice propitiatory, to remit both sin and the pain due for the same; but chiefly they spring of lucre 
and gain, when priests found the means to sell masses to the people; which caused masses so to 
increase, that every day was sold an infinite number," &c.--Cranmer, Defence of the Catholic Doctrine, 
&c. b. 5. c. 16.] These our Church laid aside, as contrary to primitive practice; and therewith a main blow 
was struck at the belief that the sacrifice of the Eucharist benefited souls in purgatory; for the rite, with 
which this error was associated, was gone. Transubstantiation (as is well known) was not expressed or 
implied in any of the Liturgies used anywhere in the Church, down to this very period; on the contrary, 
the very Church of Rome preserved, as a witness against her, her ancient Liturgy in this respect 
uncorrupted. The Canon of the Mass, or the ancient, peculiar service of the Communion, is, as is well 



known, thus far wholly pure and catholic, although some other prayers, incidentally blended with it, are 
not always so. 

The revisers of our Liturgy, however, anxious to remove all occasion of stumbling, in the very first 
instance went further than this. They dropped all which spoke of any benefit of this commemorative 
sacrifice; they retained the act, as a duty, but omitted all mention of its privileges. Again, they retained 
the practice of the Church Universal, to "commend to the mercy of GOD all His servants which are 
departed hence from us, with the sign of faith, and now do rest in the sleep of peace;" but they 
transposed this prayer, placing it before the oblation, perhaps for fear that it should give any 
countenance to the Romish error, "that CHRIST was offered for the quick and dead;" and they confined 
the verbal act of the sacrifice to the single prayer which followed after the consecration. Then also they 
introduced the mention of another sacrifice, comprehended in that sacrifice, as the "sacrifice of 
ourselves, our souls and bodies,"--not to lower the character of that commemorative sacrifice, but still 
to remove men's wrong conceptions of it, as if the sacrifice were something quite independent of the 
faith and devotion of those who offered it, in like way as the communication of the Body and Blood of 
our LORD is indeed independent of any intention of the priest. 

The form of words which accompanied the oblation, was as follows. After the prayer "for the whole 
state of Christ's Church," there followed a prayer as well of consecration as of oblation, of which part 
was subsequently omitted, part retained as the prayer of the consecration, part placed after the actual 
communion. The prayer began, "0 GOD, heavenly Father, which of Thy tender mercy," &c. to "His 
coming again," hear us, "0 merciful Father, we beseech Thee, and with Thy Holy Spirit and Word 
vouchsafe to bl + ess and sane + tify these Thy gifts, and creatures of bread and wine, that they may be 
unto us the Body and Blood of Thy most Dearly Beloved SON, JESUS CHRIST, who in the same night," &c. 
to "in remembrance of Me." "Wherefore, 0 LORD, and heavenly Father, according to the institution of 
Thy Dearly Beloved SON, our Saviour JESUS CHRIST, we Thy humble servants do celebrate, and make 
here before Thy Divine Majesty, with these Thy holy gifts, the memorial which Thy SON hath willed us to 
make; having in remembrance His blessed Passion, mighty Resurrection, and glorious Ascension, 
rendering unto Thee most hearty thanks, for the innumerable benefits procured unto us by the same, 
entirely desiring Thy fatherly goodness, mercifully to accept this our Sacrifice of praise and 
thanksgiving," &c. to "sacrifice unto Thee;" "humbly beseeching Thee, that whosoever shall be partakers 
of this holy Communion, may worthily receive the most precious Body and Blood of Thy Son JESUS 
CHRIST, and be filled with Thy grace and heavenly benediction, and made one body with Thy Son JESUS 
CHRIST, that He may dwell in them and they in Him. And although we be unworthy, through our 
manifold sins, to offer unto Thee any sacrifice; yet we beseech Thee to accept this our bounden duty 
and service, and command these our prayers and supplications by the ministry of Thy holy Angels to be 
brought up into Thy holy Tabernacle before the sight of Thy Divine Majesty; not weighing our merits, 
but," &c. 

In the subsequent part of the service, as an additional safeguard, is added (in a brief address now 
omitted,) a Confession, which bears the character of antiquity. "CHRIST our Paschal Lamb is offered up 
for us, once for all, when He bare our sins on His Body upon the Cross, for He is the only LAMB of GOD, 
that taketh away the sins of the world; wherefore, let us keep a joyful feast with the LORD." 

The remainder of the Service differed not from our present; save that possibly the doctrine of the 
connection of the actual participation of our LORD in the Communion, with the reception of the Holy 
Elements, was more distinctly enounced in the prayer, "We do not presume," &c.--in that they prayed 
that they might "drink His blood in these holy Mysteries;" and again, in the thanksgiving after the 
Communion (now in consequence of these changes universally omitted,) in like manner, "for that Thou 



hast vouchsafed to feed us [in these holy Mysteries] with the spiritual food," &c. "and hast assured us 
[duly receiving the same] of Thy favour and goodness towards us," instead of "for that Thou dost 
vouchsafe to feed us, which have duly received these holy Mysteries, with," &c. 

Such was the modified form in which the doctrine was expressed; so that one should rather question 
whether the revisers had not already gone further than they need, and if so, further than they ought, in 
altering the ancient liturgy of the Church. For, of course, it would be a maxim that, especially in high 
doctrines, which we do but dimly see, as little change should be made as possible, lest we inadvertently 
part with that, whose value we do not at the time appreciate. The false doctrine was that ordinary 
persuasion that "in the Mass, the Priest did offer CHRIST for the quick and dead." The danger to be 
apprehended, lest it should interfere with "that perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction made 
by the one oblation of CHRIST upon the cross, for all the sins of the whole world." Of this, in the revised 
liturgy, there was not the remotest trace. It would be difficult to imagine what ground of exception 
could be taken against what remained, unless one had known whence those exceptions came. There is 
not the slightest intimation that the English Church dreaded any practical evils from the revised 
form,--as indeed how should they, when every expression which could, in the remotest way, favour the 
Romish corruption, was removed? On the contrary, the Act which enforced it "gave offence (only) we 
are told, [Heylyn, Hist of the Ref. p. 66.] to the Romish party; not that "they could except against it, in 
regard either of the manner or matter of (which they acknowledged to be consonant to the ancient 
forms,) but because it was communicated to the people in the "Vulgar Tongue." The general feelings of 
the Lay portion of the Church might, in those days, be tolerably estimated by those expressed in the two 
Houses of Parliament; and these [ap. Strype, Eccl. Mem. of Edw. 6, b. 1. c. 11. p. 86. fol.] "gave to the 
king most hearty and lowly thanks for it, and for his godly travail, in collecting and gathering together 
the said Archbishop, Bishops, and learned men, and for the godly prayers, orders, rites and ceremonies 
in the said book; and considered the honour of GOD, and the great goodness which, by the grace of 
GOD, would ensue upon it; and finally, concluded the book such, that it would give occasion to every 
honest man most willingly to embrace it." It was also not only confirmed by the two Houses, but "the 
more material points were disputed and debated in the Convocation, by men of both parties, and might 
further have been discussed, so long as any Popish Divine had anything reasonably to say." [Dr. G. Abbot 
against Hill, p. 104. ap. Strype, ib. p. 87. "The religion-drawn out of the fountains of the word of GOD, 
and from the purest oracles of the primitive Church, was, for the ordinary exercise thereof, collected 
into the book of Common Prayer, by the pains and labour of many learned men, and of mature 
judgment." Id. lb.] 

Indeed, persons of the most different views agree in praising the wonderful wisdom of these first 
revisers of our Common Prayer Book; and, at the time, it was unhesitatingly affirmed to have been done 
"by aid of the Holy Ghost;" without Whom so blessed a work could not have been accomplished. There 
seems, then, to have been good hope that all the Romanist Laity would have continued to conform to it, 
inasmuch as in the Upper House only four of the Laity protested against it. [Strype, ib. p. 86.] 

This hope, however, of retaining the Romanist Laity within our Communion, was soon dissipated. The 
feelings of the Church do not appear to have been altered. When some Bishops had been induced, by 
the representations of Calvin and the rest, to open the question about the "words used at the giving of 
the elements, and the different manner of administering the holy sacrament," the lower House of 
Convocation, to whom the matter was proposed, put off the question until the succeeding session, nor 
does it appear that they ever acceded to the plan. [Heylyn, p. 107.] 

The objections came entirely from without. When this, our genuine English Liturgy, was framed, one 
foreign reformer only, of any note, (P. Martyr) had arrived in England; a Lasco, whose influence was 



subsequently most pernicious, and Bucer, came not until the Liturgy was completed. But the kindness 
wherewith England has made itself the refuge of the oppressed, was in this case also abused. 
Immediately after the completion of the Liturgy, we find the poor Archbishop unhappily surrounded by 
foreigners, who had in their own countries rejected Episcopacy, some, the doctrines of the Sacraments 
also, and left their own countries because they went beyond the foreign reformation. Others were 
generally unsound. 

Of these, the highly-gifted B. Ochinus died an apostate to a low Socinianism; a Lasco, a Polish emigrant 
nobleman, carried even further than their author, the anti-sacramental doctrines of Calvin3. [See 
Scriptural views of Holy Baptism (Tracts) Note M. p. 245 seq. The following account is from Strype, 
principally his "Cranmer," b. 2, c. 22.] Yet he was highly trusted by Cranmer, was, although a Preacher 
only, invested with a sort of Episcopal authority over the several congregations of foreigners, Germans, 
Italians, and French, and perhaps Spanish, settled in or near London; and so much wealth was, out of a 
dissolved Church, settled upon him, that he was enabled to become a patron to all foreigners who 
should resort thither. [He had become a preacher to a Protestant congregation at Embden, Strype, 1. c.] 
His having fled from his own country, his position in London, reputation for learning, and strictness of 
life, gave him considerable influence; and in those unsettled days, the existence of a regular form of 
doctrine, worship, and government different from that of the Church, was calculated in unstable minds 
to produce a like desire of novelty. A Lasco himself was of an active, meddling temper; he took upon 
himself to interfere in the question of episcopal habits, (which was indeed a question between the spirit 
of the English Church and Geneva,) and from the Arians in his own country also, ultimately from Geneva, 
had brought in the custom of sitting at the Holy Eucharist, and the antipathy to the scriptural and 
primitive name of "Altar." [It is characteristic that Peter Martyr, although he accepted a Canonry in our 
Church, boasts that he never would wear the surplice. Epist. ej. ap. Heylyn, p. 92.] 

With these and the like men Cranmer was surrounded; and paid much deference to them, as a man of 
no decision is wont to do to those who are bent upon carrying a point. It was probably a fruit of this 
influence, that there came out from the Council in 1550 an ill-omened letter, signed by seven laymen, 
but by one Bishop only (Ely) besides the Archbishop, commanding the altars to be taken down, and 
tables to be placed in their room. ["A Swiss Reformer, resident at Oxford, informed Bullinger, in Nov. 
1548, that Cranmer had been brought to sounder views of the Lord's Supper by John a Lasco!" Jenkyns's 
pref. to Cranmer's Works, p. Ixxix.] Some of the reasons assigned [Heylyn, p. 96, 97.] are the more 
remarkable, in that the good ground of Christian antiquity was necessarily abandoned, and arguments 
are drawn from the partial silence of Holy Scripture; in that "it is not to be found that any of the Apostles 
did ever use an altar in the ministration;"--the selfsame argument by which the name of the Blessed 
"Trinity" is proscribed by the Socinian, and the blessing of Infant-baptism by the Anabaptist. It was 
forgotten that as little is it said that they ever used a table; that in the first three centuries the name 
"table" but once occurs, that of altar, as sanctioned by Holy Scripture, is the ordinary title. [Johnson, 
Unbloody Sacrifice, p. 308.] The edict, however, was executed;" the people flew upon the spoil," jewels, 
hangings, plate, candlesticks, were transferred from the temple of GOD to the houses, tables, or persons 
of the rich; and sacrilege was an ill augury of what should follow. 

The change in doctrine was now actually introduced, and recommended by the authority of Bishop 
Hooper, who had unhappily, during Henry Vlll's reign, taken refuge in Zurich, and become acquainted 
with Bullinger a friend of Zuingli. [Heylyn, p. 90. The interest which Calvin took in Hooper's success, is 
instructive. During the demur about the "habits," Calvin wrote to the Protector "to give him a helping 
hand." Ep. Calv. ap. Heylyn, p. 91] Of the change itself, the less need be said, since the whole doctrine of 
the Eucharist was then altered. The service indeed was rendered inconsistent; for some of the antient 
doctrine was retained, although all the alterations went one way, to introduce the Zuinglian view of a 



simple commemoration for the Catholic doctrine of actual communion. It suffices to characterize and 
condemn this change, that words, some whereof were ever used by the whole Church, "The Body of our 
LORD JESUS CHRIST, which was given for thee, preserve thy body and soul unto everlasting life," were 
expunged, and instead thereof was invented and substituted the mere exhortation, "Take and eat this, 
in remembrance," &c. 

But it is instructive to observe how this change of doctrine affected (as it must) the value felt for the 
Holy Eucharist, as appears incidentally in the two liturgies of Edward VI. In the first, we find it said, 

"In Cathedral churches or other places, where there is daily Communion, it shall be sufficient to read this 
exhortation, once in a month. And in parish churches, upon the week-days, it may be left unsaid. And if, 
upon the Sunday or holy day, the people be negligent to come to the Communion, then shall the Priest 
earnestly exhort his parishioners, to dispose themselves to the receiving of the holy Communion more 
diligently." 

And, "If in the sermon or homily, the people be not exhorted to the worthy receiving of the holy 
Sacrament of the Body and Blood of our Saviour CHRIST; then shall the curate give this exhortation to 
those that be minded to receive the same, '"Dearly beloved in the Lord, ye that mind, &c."' and 

"When the holy Communion is celebrated on the week-day, then may be omitted the Gloria in excelsis, 
the creed, the homily, [The Communion was then thought of more moment than the sermon.] and the 
exhortation." 

Another regulation implied that it might very probably be celebrated every Wednesday and Friday, and 
other days; and it is provided that "the priest on the week-day shall forbear to celebrate the 
Communion, except he have some that will communicate with him;" and provision was made (as far as 
might be) "that the Minister, having always some to communicate with him, may accordingly celebrate 
so high and holy Mysteries with all the suffrages and due order appointed for the same." 

In the second book, all these notices and this urgent desire of frequent Communion disappear; we find 
only, "there shall follow this exhortation at certain times, when the curate shall see the people negligent 
to come to the holy Communion" [the 2d exhortation, now in use, only altered]. 

Daily communion was altogether dropped; it is implied only that there may be communion on holy days; 
and that in Cathedral and Collegiate Churches, there should be weekly communion; but, on the other 
hand, it is provided that "there shall he no celebration of the Lord's supper," not as before, "unless there 
be some," but "except there be a good number to communicate with the priest, according to his 
discretion," (a regulation for which now has been substituted, "a convenient number,") as also another 
still retained, "if there be not above twenty persons in the parish of discretion to receive the 
Communion; yet there shall be no Communion, except four (or three at the least) communicate with the 
priest." They were more anxious to rescue the priest from communicating with a few, than the flock 
from rare communions or losing them well-nigh altogether. 

And thus the devout (as is ever the case in these changes) were sacrificed to the undevout; and we have 
followed out this reformation, thus brought about through the agency of foreign reformers, and have 
brought down our celebrations of the Communion from weekly to monthly, or quarterly, or three times 
in the year; (whereby those of our people who can receive it oftenest, receive it only so often as our 
Church, even in those bad times, thought necessary, at the very least, to retain the spiritual health of 
any member of CHRIST'S body, and the most cannot receive it even on all these rare occasions;) and we 
have dropped the Communions of Holy Days, and should oftentimes not think it worth while to 



administer it (in church) to three or four communicants, and have lost (for the most part) the very sense 
and feeling, that more frequent communion would be a blessing. It makes, in truth, a man's "eyes gush 
out with water," to see in these notices, how the glory of our church, the days of her youth, and her first 
love are departed: and to think what she might have been, had she stood in the old paths. "The virgin 
daughter of my people is broken with a great breach, with a very grievous blow." 

On the accession of Q. Elizabeth, the worst alteration, that of the words used at the delivery of the holy 
elements, was modified, so as to restore the old doctrine of a real Communion, for those who were 
willing to receive it; and with regard to her doctrine of the Sacrifice, the restoration of the Communion 
table to the place which the altar had formerly occupied, shewed that the Church recognized the 
doctrine, which some of her heads had before shrunk from avowing in the presence of the foreign 
reformers, and their disciples. 

These restorations were, however, inadequate to replace men's minds in their former state; the 
confession of the true doctrine had been once half suppressed, and was now not more than half 
avowed: and it seems annexed as a penalty to all unfaithfulness in guarding the deposit committed to 
us, that we cannot replace things as they were. The snow which descends from Heaven, cannot, if once 
polluted, recover its former purity. The purity which God gave, He can restore; yet He does not so to any 
Church, for any half-efforts, nor unless it be "zealous and repent." (Rev. iii. 19.) 

Men's minds also had received a severe shock through the profanations which had been carried on in 
the name of this second reformation; in taking away the tares, they had uprooted the wheat also; in 
endeavouring, with a rude hand, to eradicate Romish misbelief, they went hard to introduce unbelief; 
they had effectually effaced the association between the altar and the Romish sacrifice, but they had 
loosened men's reverence altogether. "When their table was constituted, (was the well-merited 
mockery of a Romanist divine) they could never be contented with placing the same, now East, now 
North; now one way, now another: until it pleased GOD of His goodness to place it quite out of the 
Church:" "this difference and diversity, (says Heylyn very truly) "although in circumstance only, might 
draw contempt upon the Sacrament itself, and give great scandal unto many moderate and 
well-meaning men." [White, Bp. of Lincoln ap. Heylyn, p. 107. Heylyn quotes other mockery, which is 
very instructive as to the mischief which was done by these vacillations: "The like did Western 
(Prolocutor of Convocation, 1 Queen Mary) in a disputation held with Latimer, telling him, with reproach 
and contempt enough, that the Protestants having turned their table, were like a company of apes, that 
knew not which way to turn their tails; looking one day East, and another day West; one this way, and 
another that way, as their fancies led them. Thus, finally, one Miles Hubbard, in a book called 'The 
Display of Protestants,' doth report the business, 'How long were they learning to set their tables to 
minister the Communion upon? First, they placed it aloft, where the High Altar stood; then must it be 
removed from the wall, that one might go between; the ministers being in contention, whither part to 
turn their faces, either toward the West, the North, or South; some would stand Westward, some 
Northward, some Southward.'"] Then followed the scenes of plunder, each labouring to outdo the 
other; the king issuing a Commission to restrain the "plundering of the Churches," and to recover what 
had been stolen, in order--to appropriate it to himself; and this Commission, with all intended 
expedition, was left behind in the race of sacrilege, and powerful private plunderers, or secret thieves, 
had got much of the treasure into their own hands, and could not be discovered, or would not disgorge 
it: "Insomuch that many private men's parlours were hung with altar cloths; their tables and beds 
covered with copes instead of carpets and coverlids; and many made carousing cups of the sacred 
chalices, as once Belshazzar celebrated his drunken feast in the sanctified vessels of the temple. It was a 
sorry house, and not worth the naming, which had not somewhat of this furniture in it, though it were 
only a fair large cushion made of a cope or altar cloth, to adorn their windows, or make their chairs 



appear to have somewhat in them of a chair of state. Yet how contemptible were these trappings in 
comparison of those vast sums of money, which were made of jewels, plate, and cloth of tyssue, either 
conveyed beyond the seas, or sold at home, and good lands purchased with the money; nothing the 
more blessed to the posterity of them that bought them, for being purchased with the consecrated 
treasures of so many temples."--"Thou that abhorrest idols, dost THOU commit sacrilege?" [Heylyn, p. 
134.] 

One would gladly have turned from these sickening scenes, whereby and by the like, religion was, for 
the time, made "a gainful occupation," (1 Tim. vi. 5) and GOD'S holy name was blasphemed; bad men 
supplanting one another, and Bishops scarcely lifting up one warning voice against the sacrilege, but 
submitting to enforce it; (so that the days of Q. Mary come as a relief, wherein those of our reformation 
suffered, not sinned) but that through the profaneness which these acts entailed, they must have had 
much effect in changing religious doctrine, and preventing its restoration. [Ridley, although we have no 
doubt unwillingly, as Bishop of London, enforced the mandate addressed to him, for pulling down the 
altars, which was accompanied with so much profaneness and sacrilege. (Heylyn, p. 90, seq.) Day, Bp. of 
Chichester, was deposed for not pulling down the altars in his diocese. (Strype, Cranmer, b. 2, c. 20.) A 
specimen of what then passed in men's minds is the report of the times (whether true or mistaken, 
matters not) "what Cheke told him (P. Martyr) did not a little refresh him, viz. That if they themselves 
(the Revisers of the Liturgy) would not change what ought to be changed, the king would do it himself; 
and when they came to a Parliament, the king would interpose His Majesty's own authority." Strype, 
Cranmer, b. 2, c. 18.] 

[Ridley (it appears from his Life, p. 325) issued an injunction for the setting up of Tables in the Churches 
throughout his Diocese, and taking down of Altars, before the order in council, and probably obtained 
that order in consequence of the "great opposition and censure" this injunction met with, as "contrary 
to the present order of Common Prayer, and the King's proceedings." It is stated also in the "Letter from 
the Council," (as far as this may be taken as any authority, and not rather as asserting what they 
wished,) that "the Altars within the more part of the Churches were" already "taken down." It appears 
too that Ridley, though using the common-place ultra-Protestant statements, persuaded himself that he 
was acting in conformity to "primitive practice." He argued that "Christ instituted His last Supper at a 
Table and not upon an Altar. Nor did either the Apostles or the Primitive Church, as we read of, ever use 
an Altar in the Ministration of the Communion. Therefore a Table, as more agreeing with Christ's 
institution and primitive practice, is rather to be used than an Altar." The fact stated is indeed wholly 
untrue, arising, as it appears, from the confusion of the titles qusiasthrion and bwmoV. (See Mede and 
Johnson, &c.) On which ground the Archbishop of Canterbury and Bishop of Ely "urged against Day, 
Bishop of Chichester, before the Council," (when he refused to comply with its order,) "that 'twas clear 
by Origen against Celsus, that the Christians had no Altars when this Father lived." Though "they owned 
at the same time that the Lord's Table was called an Altar by ancient writers." (Collier.) Origen, and 
other early Christians, allowed that they had no Altars whereon to offer bloody Sacrifices, as the Jews 
and Heathens; but continually, and indeed uniformly, spoke among themselves of their having an Altar 
and a Sacrifice, as the Archbishop of Canterbury and Bishop of Ely admitted. It may be recollected also, 
in excuse, that the Catholic doctrine of the "Communion" was obscured, or nearly effaced, by the 
corrupt practice of Masses without Communion, and Ridley may have thought the Altars, as they then 
existed, were an impediment to its restoration, and hoped that the new "God's board" might also be 
considered as an "Altar," (though not in the Romish sense,) as, in the true Catholic view, the Altar is also 
the Table of the Lord. By taking an active part, however, with the more violent, though smaller, 
ultra-Protestant party, Ridley unhappily gave much occasion for immediate profaneness, and for the 
ultimate suspension of doctrine, which he still held. So narrow is the path of Catholic Truth, and so much 



danger is there in disturbing any truth, which men hold, or the way in which they hold it, or any rites or 
forms, in connection wherewith it has been handed down, as also in using such a wayward and 
ungoverned instrument as popular feeling, in things holy.] 

After these scenes of rapid legislation and confusion, decree following decree, spoliation upon 
spoliation, liturgy upon liturgy, (men's minds unsettled by the frequent changes, by the consultations 
with men of a different reformation, and by the state's violent interference and lawless deeds) a large 
body of our clergy fled abroad, mistrusted by the Lutherans on account of their consultations with a 
Lasco, and settling in the birth-place of the unsoundest part of the reformation, Zurich, Geneva, and 
other cities connected with them. 

Here such as were left (Ridley, the great upholder of Catholic truth, having received his martyr's crown) 
divided into two parties; only, as is ordinarily the case, evil principles are more rapidly developed than 
good, and so we find what was subsequently the Puritan party most developed, and engaged in 
turbulent, ambitious, schismatic measures. They also had the Zuingli-Calvinist reformation close at hand, 
to which they joined themselves without scruple, and so they were already arrived at the first stage of 
that Reformation, opposed to the Church, but not as yet opposed to the Scriptures; the other was 
gradually recovering from the influences, under which it had been brought during the reign of Edward 
VI; but we find this difference, that, while the principles of the Puritans or Nonconformists were already 
developed, that of the genius of the English Church did not unfold itself altogether, until some years 
afterwards, in the seventeenth century, and then was again cast out. At the accession of Queen 
Elizabeth, they either did not see their way clearly (as was natural) or "the sons of Zeruiah were too hard 
for them;" the body of the English Church, not having been infected with foreign notions, was yet sound, 
and desired no foreign inventions; but when an innovating party is decided, and the sound party 
engaged on the defensive only, the innovators will ever have the advantage, and the quiet body of the 
Church is sacrificed. Concessions, involving the sacrifice of principle, are made, if only to avoid the 
imputation of obstinacy or stiffness in refusing. As an instance, some idea there was of restoring (as the 
Queen herself wished) the genuine English service book (Edward Vi's first book): how this was 
prevented, we know not; the Church generally desired it: perhaps the hope of conciliating those who 
afterwards overturned our Church and nation, prevailed; mediating measures were adopted; and the 
Church lost the distinct and tranquil enunciation of doctrine, which was the best and only antidote to 
further evil. 

The amalgamating measures of Queen Elizabeth's divines produced just their natural effect, viz. an 
amalgamation of doctrine; of which, however, unhappily, the lower doctrine naturally dragged down the 
higher (since men will always in the end subside into the lower of two views proposed to them), and 
was, from its own nature, the more conspicuous. 

Should this sketch to any appear distressing, let him rather contemplate the immense fermentation, 
which was likely to arise in the endeavour to separate off the impurities of the Church of Rome; the 
influence which, in any such troubled times, bad men and bad passions must naturally obtain; and 
instead of wondering that the lees did not settle down until the next century, rather let him thank GOD 
(and he has abundant reason to thank Him) that, while He allowed them to float up and down in the 
vast ferment, He did not yet permit them to spoil the "good wine," but has "kept it until now." Even our 
Articles, as well as our Liturgy and Catechism (blessed be His Holy Name), were preserved free from the 
errors into which the foreign Reformers fell, and expressed the truth fully on all points necessary to 
salvation, and, in the case in question, though maimed, and not with the simple unreservedness of 
primitive days, still, sufficiently to preserve the agreement with the primitive Church. Besides, she not 
only did not exclude, but directed her true sons to, the teaching of the Church Catholic; she did not form 



a system of faith, which should exclude whatever lay beyond it, but only secured (as far as she could) 
certain prominent points, on which error had existed. But these, as a particular church, she laid down 
only in dependence upon, and subordination to, not to supersede the Church Catholic. 

Cranmer himself shared, in a great degree, the difficulty which men of those days must have had, in 
arriving at any definite or ascertained results at all: one who has been even compelled to part with a 
portion of his belief, has shaken the hold of the remainder: and even though the needle should be 
endued with a power, not its own, to fix at last on the centre where it should rest, yet, should it have 
been necessary once violently to shake it, it will not be until after much vehement vibration to the right 
and to the left, that it will at last tremblingly fix itself. It is not in the midst of conflict, while men are 
struggling for their footing and for life, that we are to expect a calm survey of the nature of the ground 
whereon they stand. All the Reformers (as was to be expected) vacillated, English and foreign (save, 
perhaps, Ridley, who was most imbued with the doctrines of the early Church, and had therein a firm 
resting place); and they who ventured to systematize most, as Calvin, went most astray; others, as 
Luther, in whatever proportion they did so. Their province was, to clear the building of its untempered 
mortar; it was to be the task of others to point the edges, which, in this rough handling, were of 
necessity injured, and to restore the fair harmony and finish of the goodly building. It is difficult, at any 
time, to oppose even an error broadly, without impairing some neighbouring truth out of which it was 
corrupted, or to which it is akin; this has been miserably evidenced again and again in individual 
controversy with heretics; the insulated defender of truth against heresy, himself steps on the other side 
beyond the Catholic verities, and becomes a heretic: every error, almost, in these latter divided times, is 
the depository of some kindred truth, and rough censures of what is untrue fail not to include what is 
true also; thus, in refuting men who depreciated the ordained sacraments, men, in their turn, came to 
depreciate or deny unquestionable (although mis-stated) Divine agency, and explain GOD'S miraculous 
workings in the conversion of a single soul, or the refreshing of His Church, by mere secondary causes: 
on the other hand, in correcting false notions of the Sacraments, they lost the true; in refuting 
Transsubstantiation, they fell short of the truth of the real mystical, spiritual presence of CHRIST in the 
Eucharist; the mind, intent upon the one side of removing injurious error, misses or forgets to establish, 
or does not discriminate, the positive truth. The Divines of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries had 
different offices; in the sixteenth, we are to look for strong broad statements of truths, which had been 
obscured by Popery, but often without the modifications which they require and receive from other 
portions of the Gospel; in the seventeenth, we have the calmer, deeper statements of men, to whom 
God had given peace from the first conflict, yet suffered not their arms to rust, having "left" certain of 
"the nations to prove Israel by them, even as many of Israel as had not known the wars of Canaan" 
(Judges iii. 1). Yet their office was to maintain, not to win, and so was a calmer duty; and they, however 
exercised by troubles, still breathed freely amid the "arva serena," which their fathers had won with 
their own blood. They had not to rise and take possession of the land, while 


"blood and fire ran in mingled stream," [Christian Year.] 


but "to keep the watch of the LORD by His holy temple and by the altar, every man with his weapon in 
his hand." (2 Chron. xxiii.) There is then no occasion to institute any comparison between the relative 
value of these several "vessels meet for the Master's use" in the House of GOD; between those who 
here first laboured, and those who, when these were at rest, entered into their labours. Each had their 
several offices, and were severally qualified for them; and they only risk disparaging the Reformers of 




the sixteenth century who would look to them for that which was not their office, viz. a 
well-proportioned and equable exhibition of the several parts of the Catholic faith, which was, in the 
appointed order of things, rather reserved for the seventeenth. 

It was, then, natural that Cranmer should vacillate, and that, the more as to the doctrine of the 
Eucharist, since he had arrived at the Catholic views, through the aid of Ridley, and contrary perhaps to 
his own bias. We blame him then not for this, rather should one abstain from rudely blaming those, who 
vacillated most, and even for a while, or altogether, returned to Rome. It was not necessarily for interest 
that men so vacillated; the excesses of many foreign Protestants must needs have startled many of the 
gentler sort, who yet wished to be freed from the grosser corruptions of Rome, as they do at this day: 
and if Cranmer, pledged as he was, could recant, and retracted not, while there was yet hope, one need 
not impute worse motives than undue fear of man to others. GOD, for His own name's sake, rescued His 
servant Cranmer, and gave him the crown of martyrdom; Jewel's recantation was blotted out only by 
bitter tears, and a life of fasting and humiliation: why then ascribe sordid motives to others, who, halting 
between two opinions, were dissatisfied perhaps both with the corruptions of Rome and those of the 
Reformation under Edward VI., and so took part with neither, but held a middle course, leaning first on 
the one side, then on the other? Such persons are not to be hastily blamed: unless indeed they put 
themselves in the office of leaders of the LORD'S host, for which they are not fitted; to the people, it was 
wont to be proclaimed in the wars of the Lord, "What man is fearful and faint hearted? let him go and 
return unto his house!" (Deut. xx. 8.) Stirring times must be times of fear. 

What, however, is to be blamed in Cranmer, is that one, from his own yieldingness unfitted for the task, 
should have undertaken so mighty a work as that of uniting the discordant elements of Protestantism in 
one Episcopal body. A splendid conception truly; but not to be encompassed by such an instrument! No 
great principles put forward; private and discordant opinions not repressed by an appeal to the 
agreement of Catholic antiquity, which had been the Anglican touchstone in Romish controversy; the 
peculiar advantages of the Anglican reformation abandoned; and instead thereof, a mere attempt at 
comprehension by the use of vague and indistinct terms, "which might be taken in a larger acceptation," 
but which, as Melanchthon saw, were but a source of increased contention to posterity. [Cranmer 
wished to unite the reformations of England, Germany, France, Geneva, and Zurich, i. e. the Fathers, 
Luther, Beza, Calvin, and Zuingli, in one. Melanchthon approved Cranmer's plan generally, "to publish a 
true and clear confession of the whole body of Christian doctrine, according to the judgment of learned 
men, whose names should be subscribed thereto. He thought this confession should be much of the 
nature of their confession at Augsburg; only that some few points in controversy might be in plainer 
words delivered, than was in that" (Ep. 66. L. 1. ap. Strype Cranmer, b 3. c. 24). This last admission is the 
more remarkable, in that it was the policy of his followers in Germany to render that Confession more 
ambiguous, so that it might comprehend persons yet more at variance with one another, instead of 
guiding them in one way. They went on, veiling differences of opinion under ambiguity of expression, 
until it proved their destruction. As people came to look upon Articles as a test, instead of a guide, they 
first sacrificed their primary use as "a confession of faith," and then dreaded their effects, for the very 
purpose to which they had turned them, and wished to relax them and make them more indefinite (thus 
destroying their use in teaching), for fear that, as tests, they should be too restricted. P. Martyr agreed 
with Melanchthon, but on the opposite, the Zuinglian, side; so that here, for this plan of union, there 
were already two opposed parties, wishing their own views to be fully and precisely expressed. This was 
impossible; but Bucer and Cranmer took a line equally impracticable, to conciliate parties by "using 
more dark and ambiguous forms of speech, that might be taken in a larger acceptation" (Strype, ib. p. 
408). This was in 1548. Edward Vlth's Articles (1552) which seem to have been carried through by the 
Archbishop in connection with the State, in conjunction perhaps with some selected Commission, but 



which were never submitted to the Church at large (Strype's Cranmer, 11, 27, 34. Heylyn, p. 121)-these 
Articles are a fruit of this policy, and have two faces, one to be presented to those abroad, who could 
not as yet come up to the high doctrine; the other to be followed out at home, with reference to the 
teaching of the Church Catholic. Unhappily, but as was natural, they have been too often followed out 
into Zuinglianism, which they were intended to bring over to the Church. (On this negotiation with 
Melanchthon and Calvin, see Strype's Cranmer, b. 3, c. 24 and 25. Of Calvin's strong interference with 
our reformation, Heylyn speaks, p. 80, 107.)] Cranmer thus aggravated the difficulties of his own 
waveringness; and entailed upon himself trials, which God had not annexed to his office, fell into a snare 
and brought the elements of confusion into our Church. As also he began the design, not in unison with 
the Church, but in concert with foreigners or the state alone, so it seems to have continued it 
single-handed; the body of the clergy do not appear even to have been consulted about it; the other 
Commissioners were (although nothing is known certainly) very probably joined in this office of revision, 
but the majority unquestionably misliked it: as the scheme of comprehension was Cranmer's only, so 
the responsibility of veiling or lowering the doctrine is only his. And again, in the articles of Edward VI, of 
which he acknowledged himself the writer, and which were composed about the same time, there is, in 
those relating to the Sacraments, the like tendency to Zuinglianism, and the like use of ambiguous or 
inadequate expressions. 

Cranmer's views on the Sacrifice of the Eucharist must, of course, have been lowered by his intimacy 
with reformers, who had imbibed the Zuinglian errors. Yet even in the book, which betrays much 
Zuinglian language and illustration, and contains passages scarcely reconcileable with any sound 
doctrine on the Sacraments, (his "Defence of the true and Catholic doctrine of the Sacrament of the 
Body and Blood of our Saviour CHRIST, 1550") on the doctrine of the Sacrifice, he directs himself against 
statements either wholly Romish and erroneous, or which could most obviously be understood in a 
Romish sense, as though the priest sacrificed CHRIST, or the sacrifice benefited those who partook not 
of it, or as if there could be priest or sacrifice distinct from the priesthood or sacrifice of CHRIST, or (and 
that mainly) as if the sacrifice could be applied by the priest to whom he willed; on the other hand, there 
occur passages, which express so far at least the true doctrine, that the author could hardly have 
needed any further alteration of the Liturgy for his own sake. 

It is remarkable in this and many other instances how the respect for the old Fathers, which was 
characteristic of our Anglican church, upheld those, who had otherwise, in all likelihood, lapsed into 
Ultra-Protestantism. On the principles of our Church, they could not but defer to the authority of the 
"old primitive and apostolick Church," and so were checked, even after they had half adopted views at 
variance with them. An Ultra-Protestant would consistently reject the doctrine of the sacrifice, (as he 
would the rite of Infant Baptism) because there is no explicit authority for it in Holy Scripture, no 
statement of it totidem verbis; the Anglican Divine must receive it, as the doctrine of the Church 
Catholic, coinciding with hints of Holy Scripture. It is just in this way, through reference to the Fathers, 
that Cranmer retains his statement of the doctrine. "Therefore when the old fathers called the mass or 
supper of the Lord, a sacrifice, they meant that it was a sacrifice of lauds and thanksgiving, and so as 
well the people as the priest do sacrifice, or else that it was a remembrance [memorial] of the very true 
sacrifice propitiatory of Christ; but they meant in no wise that it is a very true sacrifice for sin, and 
applicable by the priest [at his pleasure] to the quick and dead. For the priest may well minister CHRIST'S 
words and sacraments to all men both good and bad, but he can apply the benefit of CHRIST'S passion 
to no man, being of age and discretion, but only to such as do, by their own faith, apply it to 
themselves," &c. [Defence of the Catholic Doctrine of the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Christ. B. 
v. c. 16. t. 2. p. 461. ed. Jenkyns.j 

This was but two years before the unhappy change of the service in compliance with the Zuinglian view; 



and after this time it is not even supposed that Cranmer's views were further changed; and yet even 
thus late Cranmer thus speaks of the first service-book; "Thanks be to the eternal GOD, the manner of 
the Holy Communion, which is now set forth within this realm, is agreeable with the institution of Christ, 
with St. Paul, and the old primitive and Apostolic Church, with the right faith of the sacrifice of CHRIST 
upon the cross for our redemption, and with the true "doctrine of our salvation, justification, and 
remission of all our sins by that only sacrifice." [lb. c. ult. p. 463.] 

Cranmer's views then were unchanged, even while with a false scheme of comprehension, he 
suppressed such as were too high for the foreign reformers; it was partial suppression, not falsification, 
which the English Church suffered. Even the Articles, although they naturally suffered most from this 
policy of Cranmer (in that they were to be the media of comprehension) and retain in parts the 
character so impressed upon them, still have sufficient indications of the true doctrine, and are upheld 
by the liturgy, which, as being mostly antient, could be less affected by the expedients of the times. 

In the liturgy, the most serious alterations affected, not the doctrine of the sacrifice, but the privileges of 
the communion, although, in order to understand the spirit in which they were made, it has been 
necessary to speak of the whole subject. For the abolition of words, which had expressed the doctrine of 
the whole Church, "The Body of our Lord JESUS CHRIST," &c. and the substitution of a lower formula, 
expressing only modern notions, went nigh to an apostacy and betrayal of the trust reposed in us as a 
Church. 

The suppressions in the article of the "sacrifice" were not entire; only it must be borne in mind, that 
much had been already suppressed, other parts expressed, according to Cranmer's policy, with perhaps 
a studied ambiguity, so that the land-marks of true doctrine were both diminished and obscured. 

The actual omissions were, 1st, That of the direction of the Rubric, that "the minister should take so 
much Bread and Wine, as shall suffice for the persons appointed to receive the Holy Communion, laying 
the Bread upon the corporas, or else in the paten, or in some other comely thing, prepared for that 
purpose: and putting the Wine into the chalice or else into some fair or convenient cup, prepared for 
that use (if the chalice will not serve), putting thereto a little pure and clean water; and setting both the 
bread and wine upon the Altar." This was the act of oblation. The very circumstantiality of these 
directions betokens men's reverence. The reformed liturgy gives directions how "the devotion (i. e. in 
their sense, alms) of the people should be collected, and that the due and accustomed offering should 
be paid to the Curate on offering days," but leaves the bread and wine to be placed on the Altar any 
how, (as too many do now,) studiously omitting all mention of it. In the prayer for the Church militant, it 
is there inserted for the first time "to accept our alms" as if to exclude any other oblation. 2dly, The 
omission, throughout, of the word "Altar." This title is, in our first reformation, used as unhesitatingly as 
any other, and has its appropriate place: that, whereon the "commemorative sacrifice" is offered, is an 
"Altar" in respect of that sacrifice; but, in respect to those who communicate, it is "GOD'S table" or 
God's board, in that God invites us to feast on that sacrifice, to a heavenly feast at a table which He 
prepares for us in the wilderness; and accordingly, wherever, in our own reformation, the words "Lord's 
table" were used, it was in reference to our "coming thither;" "we do not presume to come to this Thy 
table," &c. but the bread and wine were said to be "set upon the Altar:" twice only it is said, "the priest 
standing at GOD'S board," the most frequent name is the "Altar." [It is used five times.] 3dly, All the 
beginning of the form of oblation was omitted, viz. "Wherefore, 0 Lord and heavenly Father, according 
to the institution of Thy dearly beloved Son our Saviour JESUS CHRIST, we, Thy humble servants, do 
celebrate and make here before Thy Divine Majesty, with these Thy holy gifts, the memorial which thy 
SON hath willed us to make; having in remembrance His blessed Passion, mighty Resurrection, and 
glorious Ascension, rendering unto Thee most hearty thanks for the innumerable benefits promised 




unto us by the same." The remainder, "entirely desiring," &c. was placed (mutatis mutandis) after the 
delivery of the elements, and consequently when their presence could no longer sanction in any mind 
the idea of the actual offering up of CHRIST. 

Of these alterations, Bucer's criticism extends only to the words, "And command these our prayers and 
supplications, by the ministry of Thy holy Angels, to be brought up into Thy holy Tabernacle before the 
sight of Thy Divine Majesty, not weighing our merits," &c. On which he says, "It is clear enough that the 
authors of the book wished here somewhat to defer to the language received of old, wherein frequent 
mention is made of oblations and sacrifices."--"We know to what the Papists have distorted these 
words; so on that account only, they are to be avoided rather than imitated." [Opp. Anglic, p. 473.] 

Here, then, as in other parts of these criticisms by Bucer, we have the general principle avowed, (which 
Hooker so blessedly withstood,) that whatever has been abused by the Church of Rome should be 
avoided. It is not a little remarkable, that the very passage of the Roman Liturgy from which this prayer 
is taken, is an actual difficulty to the Romanists. [See Assem. Cod. Liturg. t. 4. p. 164. n. 4.] In the original 
the words are "jube haec preferri." The difficulty to the Romanist is, "What is meant by these things;" 
for, since this prayer is subsequent to the consecration, according to their error, the bread and wine 
must be then the essential Body and Blood of CHRIST; yet, "how shall the Body of CHRIST be conveyed 
to heaven, since it is always there!" asks St. Thomas. Yet if that which is on the altar, be not then the 
Body and Blood of CHRIST, Transsubstantiation is overthrown. The Romanists, then, fell on the gloss, 
which the revisers of the Prayer Book adopted, that under "haec" were meant "prayers and 
supplications." But this, though less distinctly opposed to the Romish doctrine, than if the plain words of 
the antient Liturgy had been retained, still in no degree countenanced it. The consideration, however, of 
the objection of Bucer and his fellows, was part of Cranmer's plan; and so, whatever this criticism 
applied to, was altered. 

Once more, then, it must be observed, that there was no change of doctrine as to the Christian sacrifice, 
involved in the alterations and omissions made in Edward the Sixth's second book, but only a 
suppression and timidity as to their statement. This is expressly stated in the name of the English 
Church, in the Preamble to the Act of Parliament, which confirmed the altered form. It was there set 
forth, that, 1st, "There was nothing contained in the said first book, but what was agreeable to the Word 
of GOD, and the primitive Church, very comfortable to all good people, desiring to live in Christian 
conversation, and most profitable to the estate of this realm." 2dly. "That such doubts as had been 
raised, in the use and exercise thereof, proceeded rather from the curiosity of the minister and 
mistakers, than of any other worthy cause." [Ap. Heylin, p. 107, 8.] 

There is no speech here, about what moderns have been so fond of upholding, viz. the gradualness of 
the reformation; how the light burst not at once upon men, but was gradually restored to them; or 
rather, that they (for so it is spoken of) saw more clearly into the genius of Christianity, or into the errors 
of the faith in which they had been educated; and so that our first reformation was not enough 
reformed;--the very theory upon which Rationalism justified itself. Doubtless, persons who made their 
own insight into Holy Scripture the rule of their faith, would be exposed to this temptation of gradually 
unravelling the articles of their belief, dropping them one by one, until they had brought them down to 
what they thought a scriptural standard. For such persons, having no definite rule to go by, but their 
own frail judgment, must be exposed to the constant unsteadiness and waveringness to which private 
judgment must necessarily be subject. Such, blessed be GOD! was not the case with our Anglican 
Church. For, having seized hold of a fixed standard for scriptural interpretation and for doctrine, in this 
agreement of Catholic antiquity, she had no longer need to toss up and down in the fluctuations of 
human opinion, but was at once arrived in her haven. Felices nimium, sua si bona norint! Thrice happy, 



had she never, by compromise or foreign alliances, risked the blessings which the LORD her GOD had 
given her above all people! 

These and other changes, then, although happily without effect, were intended to unite us with bodies, 
from which the miserable history of the last eighty years more especially, has shewn it to be our 
privilege to be separate,--the foreign Protestants, with whom and whose theology we have never had 
any large commerce, without injuring our own, overlooking how the peculiarity of our reformation 
corresponded with the place assigned to us by GOD'S Providence, as an island-people, and both with 
GOD'S blessing; "This people shall dwell alone, and shall not be reckoned among the nations." 

This character of the change, whereof Cranmer was the instrument and furtherer, has much influence 
on the subsequent history of the doctrine. For when a change is introduced by one individual, or by a 
few, not in compliance with, but rather against the feelings of the body of the Church, it will work but 
slowly through the body. People, for a time, will continue their old habits of thought, and their doctrines 
and devotions, under the new form, as long, at least, as any witnesses of the old doctrine remain; as 
"Israel served the LORD all the days of Joshua, and all the days of the elders that outlived Joshua," (Josh, 
xxiv. 31,) until perhaps that generation or the next have passed away; and then, perhaps, the tradition 
having nothing or but little outward to lean to, becomes gradually weaker, and at last lurks only here 
and there, in the caves of the earth, which are less exposed to the variations of the external 
atmosphere. They "hid themselves in caves, and in thickets, and in rocks, and in high places, and in pits," 
(1 Sam. xiii. 6,) where the Philistines, who overspread the open land, could not reach them. 

Thus, even after the alterations now introduced, as far as the old prayers and rites remained, they who 
had been accustomed to them before, would attach the same meaning to them now as then. Even 
Edward the Sixth's second service book would be a very different book, and bear very different 
meanings, in the hands and hearts of those who had been accustomed to the ancient worship, and to 
one who should take it up now, with ultra-Protestant notions. For instance, although all directions about 
placing the bread and wine upon the altar, or the act of oblation, were now omitted, they who had been 
accustomed so to regard it, would not cease at once to do as they had been wont; they would lay the 
elements upon the place appointed, with the same reverence as before; they would not at once (at least 
the right-minded among them) leave it to sextons or clerks; and, placing them there, they would do it 
with the same feelings as before, mentally offering them to Almighty GOD, on whose altar and before 
whom they placed them, and from whom they looked again to receive them. So again, a king's edict 
ordering the altars to be pulled down, and tables to be placed in their room, and their goodly 
decorations and vessels of silver and gold to be melted down or turned to common use, would not 
prevent those of constant mind from looking on the new board, (since it was still GOD'S board, and in 
GOD'S house,) and the single chalice which they were allowed to retain, as the altar of their GOD and its 
furniture. It was but as the "single ewe lamb" left, but still on that account, at first, prized the more. 
They would look on the lessened glories of this house with a reverent and respectful sorrow. 3. Then 
also, in the prayer of consecration, the preamble, which implied the sacrifice, still remained; for (as it 
was said) Cranmer's object was not to efface the doctrine, but to remove captious offence; this, then, 
was left as now; our LORD (it was said in prayer to GOD) "did institute and in His holy Gospel command 
us to continue a perpetual memory of that His precious Death, until His coming again." What followed 
upon this preface was now omitted; but they who had been accustomed to the antient form must have 
supplied it, viz. that we did as we were enjoined; as indeed even now, those who have well nigh lost the 
Church's doctrine, must, of course, (even if half unconsciously) mentally supply something of this kind; 
since we cannot rehearse our LORD'S direction "to make this memorial of Him," and not do what He 
bade us. Then also, for a time, the word "memory" would help to perpetuate the doctrine, as being the 
received word,--not, as many now use it, for "our own remembrance of His death," but--for the "making 



a public memorial or commemoration," which the Church, by the Priest, is directed to make: "Do this for 
a memorial of ME." Still more, at the time, the recent omission of the latter part of the prayer of 
consecration, manifestly could not affect the sense of the former which was retained; although when 
deprived of the light thrown upon it by the explicit statement in the latter part, the force of the 
preamble might gradually be obscured. 4. The same may be said with regard to the remaining indication 
of the doctrine of the sacrifice, that portion, namely, of the prayer of consecration, which has been 
transposed and placed after the actual communion: the sense must remain the same, although its 
meaning is less visible, on account of its being disconnected from the actual visible elements, (except so 
far as a portion of the consecrated elements still remains upon the altar) whence it is recorded, that 
Bishop Overall used it before the participation, as it was at first. And perhaps his so doing implies that it 
had always been so done in that portion of the Church, and the rubric not received in that Church as yet. 
However, whether before or after, the same prayer must have the same meaning; and so it still 
remained a portion of the oblation or sacrifice to GOD. It is also, probably, a remnant of the antient 
tradition, that the prayer of oblation, thus transposed, is even now universally ued, although the ancient 
thanksgiving after the Communion, "Almighty and ever-living GOD, we most heartily thank Thee," &c. is 
thus lost; our second reformation having only given us the choice which of the two we should use, not 
permitting both. In this state things remained during the reign of Queen Elizabeth: the revisers of the 
Service being then contented with the most essential restoration, that of the words accompanying the 
delivery of the Bread and Wine,--"The Body of our LORD JESUS CHRIST," &c. The doctrine of the 
Commemorative Sacrifice was committed rather to the faithfulness of individual Ministers, than to the 
explicit teaching of the Church. A decided step towards the recovery of the avowal of this truth, was 
gained after the Hampton Court Conference, at the beginning of the reign of James I. For then, there 
being no hope of gaining the Puritans, the Church avowed more fully some of her doctrines, in the 
Appendix to the Catechism on the Sacraments. Here, namely, was introduced, for this express purpose, 
the question, "Why was the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper ordained?" A person who should examine 
this Catechism with modern notions, would be surprised at the occurrence of this question at all, and 
especially at this place, in the Catechism. For the Catechism, he would observe, proceeds regularly, 
stating the number of the Sacraments, the meaning of the word, the parts therein, (first, the outward, 
then the inward,) then the requisites for partakers; and that this order is observed as to each 
Sacrament. Whence then is it, that before the mention of these two parts of the LORD'S Supper, and the 
requisites thereto, there is intercalated, as it were, this question? The benefits of our own actual 
communion are mentioned afterwards, as in the case of Baptism, in a distinct answer, viz. "the 
strengthening and refreshing of our souls by the Body and Blood of CHRIST." They who confound the 
public act of the holy Eucharist with its benefits to the souls of individual believers,--the Sacrifice with 
the Communion,-must needs think this question out of place; and so, by their very perplexity, shew 
that the construction which they put upon the words is wrong. Besides this, the opinion of the writer of 
this part of our Catechism, Bishop Overall, is well known. The meaning of the answer, "For a continual 
remembrance" (i. e. continually to make a memorial, dyayuvijirie) "of the Sacrifice of the Death of 
CHRIST, and of the benefits which we receive thereby," was then obvious. It was herein declared that 
the holy Eucharist, besides being a sacrament, was for the continual setting forth of the Sacrifice of the 
Death of CHRIST; or, in the language of the old Church, "a sacrifice commemorative of the Sacrifice." The 
Catechism and the prayer of Consecration throw mutual light upon each other, and belong to the same 
system; and Convocation, by sanctioning this part of the Catechism, restored to our Church the formal 
recognition of the doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice. 

After the close of the great rebellion, this recognition was again brought into the Liturgy itself, although 
with a gentle hand. The Savoy Conference had shown the hopelessness of gaining the Ultra-Protestant 
party by any concession which could be made. The Church, therefore, seemed the freer to act with 




reference only to herself. Accordingly a rubric, which had remained expunged since the adoption of 
Edward the Sixth's second bookj was restored; and it was enjoined that "when there is a communion, 
the Priest shall then" (i. e. after he has placed the alms upon the holy table) "place upon the Table so 
much Bread and Wine as he shall think convenient." Thus the antient act of the irpoixpapa or oblation 
was formally directed to be made. And to mark the meaning of the act the rather, then, for the first 
time, after the words "to receive these our alms" was added, "and oblations," in the same order as each 
had been presented on the altar; first, "the alms," then "the oblations." And these are distinguished 
from each other in the marginal rubric, which says, "if there be no alms or oblations," &c. i. e. if there be 
neither collections for the poor, nor elements offered to ALMIGHTY GOD (for the collections were made 
each Lord's day, adhering so far to the Apostolic custom even when there was no Communion, and 
consequently no oblations or offerings). Moreover, the word oblation is the received word for this 
peculiar offering or sacrifice to ALMIGHTY GOD. 

This was the last restoration, and such as our branch of the Anglican Church was then fixed, it still in 
theory remains. The chain of witnesses was kept up in the Church; and we at this day have sufficient 
evidence both to maintain the character of our whole Church, as not having altogether in this respect 
departed from the primitive model, and for our own guidance in following that model in this most 
aweful part of our devotions. Two other changes, however, ought to be mentioned, which took place in 
other branches of the Anglican Church, the Scotch and American; the one as having been designed 
ultimately to influence our own Church, had the miserable violence of the times permitted, and 
doubtless having tacitly done so; that of the American (as a daughter Church) indicating the then state 
of doctrine among us. The revisers of the Scotch Liturgy (for they were Scottish Divines, and it may be 
called a revision, since the first Reformers of Scotland adopted the English Liturgy [Preface to Scotch 
Common Prayer-book. 1637.]) went back in most things to that their first Liturgy, and so restored the 
doctrine of the Communion and Sacrifice according to our genuine English Reformation. The invocation 
of the Blessed Trinity to sanctify the elements, was restored, verbatim, out of Edward the Sixth's Liturgy, 
as was the subsequent prayer, now called distinctly the "memorial or prayer of oblation;" except that 
the words, "and sacrifice," were added after "a perpetual memory of that His precious death," and those 
"command these our prayers and supplications, by the ministry of Thy holy Angels," &c. were omitted. 
The prayer of oblation was of course restored to its original place before the Communion, whereby the 
thanksgiving after the Communion came again into use. The antient words used at the delivery of the 
Elements were also restored, to the exclusion of the later addition of the Zuinglian school. Other lesser 
alterations were made tending to the same end. Sentences from Holy Scripture were introduced into 
the offertory, having reference to oblations made to GOD under the old law, and to the sacrifice of Abel 
(referred to in some antient liturgies); the Presbyter was directed to "offer up and place the bread and 
wine prepared for the sacrament upon the LORD'S table;" the table itself was (besides "a carpet and fine 
white linen cloth") to have "other decent furniture meet for the high mysteries there to be celebrated," 
and the Collect for the inspiration of GOD'S Holy Spirit was said to be "for due preparation;" things slight 
in themselves, but still tending to inspire more reverence into men's minds, or to obtain it from GOD. 

We find, accordingly, that both the Puritan party and the Church in England, had their eyes turned to 
this restored service-book, although it was to Scotland that it was restored. The feelings of the Puritans 
may be judged of from the title of a work written by a Scotchman, but published in England, wherein the 
reformed Liturgy was paralleled with the Mass-book, and it was contended that no abomination of the 
Romish mass could be refused by those who embraced it. [The title is "A parallel or brief comparison of 
the Liturgy with the Mass-Book, the Breviary, the Ceremonial, and other Romish Rituals. Wherein is 
clearly and shortly demonstrated, not only that the Liturgy is taken for the most part word by word out 
of these Anti-Christian writs; but also that not one of the most abominable passages of the Mass can in 



reason be refused by any who cordially embrace the Liturgy as now it stands and is commented by the 
prime of our Clergy. All made good from the testimonies of the most famous and learned Liturgic writers 
both Romish and English." By R. B. K. [Robert Bailie, a well-known controversialist of the day.] London. 
1641. The work is done with care and pains. "Had not that Hydra of the Scottish Liturgy," say the authors 
of the [English] "Common Prayer-Book unmasked," "lost all the heads and had the brains dashed against 
the stones, they made no question but that all the power of head and tail should have room enough to 
domineer in England. But, blessed be GOD, who brake the head of that young Dragon in our neighbour 
nation, and we hope will by you [the Parliament] crush out all the blood of the old one here [the English 
Liturgy], who was the mother of that, and the Mass-book the mother of both." p. 3.] The writer was one 
of those who held that "the far most part, if not simply all, the godly of the Isle, are longing with great 
expectation, and greater desires to see that instrument (the English Liturgy), after all the evil they have 
suffered by it, to be broken in pieces," and to whom it sufficed for its condemnation that any of the 
sentences, yea, that the very prayer of our LORD, should occupy the same position as in the antient, 
though corrupted, Liturgy of Rome. [Preface to Parallel, p. 7.] These are not the excesses of an 
individual, but the characteristics of a body, and of a portion of the age. And so, in like way, one may 
look upon the Scotch Liturgy as expressing the sentiments of the Church in that age, although not as yet 
ventured upon the nation which shortly after fell into hands which persecuted the Church, and 
proscribed the Liturgy. It was in truth the English Liturgy which was thus attacked under the name of the 
Scotch. It is meantime a singular confession, which herein occurs (such as is now made for the baptismal 
service), that it was only by "a benign interpretation that many passages could be drawn to a Protestant 
[an ultra-Protestant] sense." The Scotch Liturgy fixed that sense; and it was a decided gain for primitive 
doctrine, that that sense was somewhere, even though for one branch only of the Anglican Church, now 
authoritatively determined. The sense of the English Church was carried out, where it might be; and so 
her sons might the more take courage that that exposition was the right one. The Church in Scotland, 
although soon cast out, and in later times hunted up and down on the mountains, was still a standing 
memorial of the meaning of that in England, and had its influence even in times when one should have 
little expected it, as in those of Bishop Horsley. The Liturgy "drawn up by Bishop Taylor for the English 
Royalists, when Parliament forbade the use of that provided by the Church," that of the Non-Jurors, and 
finally that of our daughter-Church in America, may be regarded as the result of the same spirit, which 
produced this courageous, although ill-received avowal of the truth; and this facilitated doubtless the 
partial restoration, which, though less fully expressed, still fixed the meaning of the English Liturgy. 

The effects of the restoration in the American Liturgy are mostly perhaps yet future; but no fearless 
avowal of truth by any Church can be without its effect on that Church, and others related to it. For the 
time, the parent has delivered over to her daughter, to bring out into open day, the treasure which she 
was obliged as yet to keep half-concealed. The American Liturgy embodied, it may be concluded, the 
doctrine of the whole Anglican Church (had she been at liberty to express it) in her form of oblation 
taken from the then Scotch Liturgy. "We Thy humble servants do celebrate and make here, before Thy 
Divine Majesty, with these Thy holy gifts, which we now offer before Thee, the memorial Thy Son hath 
commanded us to make, having in remembrance," &c. 

A doctrine, however, left so long to tradition and sustained by mere hints in the service itself, could not 
but lose ground in the mass of the Church, especially in the remarkable circumstances of our Church, 
placed as the single guardian of Catholic truth of the West, and so deriving no support from without, but 
the contrary; and it may be, that it lost much in the very period which preceded its formal restoration, 
the unhappy confusion of the Rebellion, in which so much besides of instructive traditionary rite 
perished; as, on the other hand, no formal restoration can be of any avail, if the vividness of the belief 
be waxing fainter. The violent convulsion of 1688, and the subsequent ingratitude of the State, casting 



out some of our best bishops, who had most resisted Popish tyranny, and 400 of our Clergy, introduced 
a new character into the Church. During the following age, the doctrine of the Eucharistic sacrifice 
mostly found refuge among the Non-Jurors and our brethren of the Scotch Church. Bad however as 
were the times which followed for the English Church, in which she had to contend "pro aris et focis," 
for the holiest truths of the faith, and was corrupted from high places, lest she should be too powerful, 
and those who would defend her, again lost sight of the source of her great strength, and grasped to the 
right hand and to the left, again to foreign help, to the Calvinistic or Arminian divines of Holland, 
Witsius, or Grotius, or Episcopius--they could not probably have been so much affected by external 
circumstances, had not the evil times of the Great Rebellion, while they purified the few, injured the 
many. So far, however, from looking to any fuller restoration of doctrine of any sort, in the track of the 
Restorers of the 17th century, it was by the great mercy of GOD that they who stood in the breach, 
preserved any doctrine at all. 

The history of the doctrine of the "Commemorative Sacrifice" is however in this way a warning. 
Satisfactory as is the "chain of witnesses" in the Church, still it must be admitted, that the number of 
those who retained this doctrine, over the whole face of the Church, was very possibly by no means so 
great as in the case of doctrines more definitely announced. 

The chain of witnesses for the doctrine of the "Eucharistic sacrifice" is as large and venerable as that e. 
g. for "baptismal regeneration." [See Catena, No. 2-Tracts for the Times, No. 76] Still it is certain that it 
had not such deep root as those doctrines more prominently expressed in our Liturgy; as one may judge 
from the relative degree in which the two doctrines are apparently held in this day. They both had the 
same opponents-those educated in the Zuingli-Calvinist school, but the one has been uniformly the 
recognized doctrine of our Church, and held, until these latter days, by almost all her members, and is 
still probably the prevailing belief; and they who hold it not, are necessarily to a degree uncomfortable 
about their departure from the plain meaning of the Church services, and are obliged to feel about for 
excuses to themselves for so doing; and the very contradictoriness of their explanations, and their 
necessary unsatisfactoriness, opens the way of return to the more candid of them, whenever Catholic 
truth is set in its fulness before them. The other is held probably by far more than we deem, but still out 
of sight as it were, in the secret sanctuary of men's hearts, and is not handed down in any very distinct 
and authoritative way. People are under no uneasiness for not holding it; it is enough for them that it is 
not sufficiently explained, for them without pains to understand it; and so those who will not be at any 
pains, think they may the more readily dispense with thinking about it, or deny its existence. It is as a 
stranger and wayfarer in the Church, which was once its home, and brings with it indeed the blessing of 
receiving strangers, "whereby some have entertained angels unawares." The mere holding of a doctrine 
may suffice for the existence of a Church, but not for the well-being, whether of a Church or an 
individual, unless, when occasion requires, it be avowed distinctly and courageously. Suppression of the 
truth may become equivalent to, and in a favoured Church, involve the penalty of disavowal or apostasy. 
Had e. g, the proposals in the last century to remove the Athanasian Creed been acceded to, our Church 
might now very probably have become Sabellian or Socinian. While then we gather up thankfully the 
"fragments which remain," and praise GOD that He so restrained the minds of the Bishops and Pastors 
of His flock, that while abandoning the public expression of this doctrine, they still hid, as it were in the 
temple, this good deposit, where they who seek might find it, the history of this doctrine may be a 
warning to us. Had, for instance, as was proposed, those parts of the Baptismal service, which most 
distinctly confess the doctrine of Baptismal regeneration, been, on some plea of charity, erased, we 
may, in the fate of the one doctrine, read what would have been that of the other-cherished by the 
few, who trod faithfully in the old paths, declaimed against by the more vehement, and forgotten by the 
many. With regard to the writers, whose belief on this subject has been preserved, not a little perplexity 



may be caused to a superficial observer by the ambiguity of the language, and the variety of senses in 
which the terms are used. Thus, the words "sacrifice," "proper sacrifice," "real and true sacrifice," and 
even "propitiatory or expiatory sacrifice," will be severally used in a good or a bad sense by the several 
writers, the one understanding thereby the Romish error, the other, the Catholic truth; and so, meaning 
the same thing, they will yet maintain or censure, as it may be, the same words. Thus the writer of one 
of our Homilies uses the simple word "sacrifice" in the Popish sense, and employs that of "the memory" 
for what antiently was designated by "sacrifice." He says in popular language, alluding throughout to 
Romish errors, "we must then take heed lest of the memory, it be made a sacrifice; lest of a communion 
it be made a "private eating; lest of two parts we have but one; lest applying it for the dead, we lose the 
fruit that be alive." [Homily concerning the Sacrament, pt. 1.] And yet a French writer quotes this very 
homily, as an instance in which the writers of our Church maintain the old Catholic doctrine of the 
sacrifice. And rightly; since this author separates "the memory," or commemoration, from the 
"Communion," and so means thereby something distinct from this; then his "memory" is the anamnhsiV 
of antiquity. Again, the same French writer observes, that "Jewell, Bishop of Salisbury, is, of the first 
writers of the Reformation, one of the most opposed to the [Roman] Catholics, and who has spoken as 
much and as loudly as any one, both against the mass and the sacrifice. [Courayer, Defense de la Dissert, 
sur la Validite des Ordinations Anglaises, L. 4, c. 6. He quotes a free translation, "which brings out the 
meaning of the passage, "cavendum, ne sacrificium commemorationis convertat in sacrificium proprium 
et materiale."] But when he explains himself, he admits all which we [the Gallican Church?] admit 
ourselves. He throughout holds a mystical offering and sacrifice of CHRIST. 'As2 CHRIST was slain at the 
Table, so was He sacrificed at the Table. But He was not slain at the Table verily and indeed, but only in a 
mystery: therefore he was not sacrificed at the Table really and indeed, but only in a mystery.' [Reply to 
Harding, Art. 17. div. 6. p. 417. Bishop Jewell is here answering Harding's proof of the real, substantial, 
sacrifice of CHRIST in the Eucharist, drawn from His own sacrifice of Himself at His Supper. The 
preceding words in Bishop Jewell are, "We deny not but it may well be said, Christ at His last supper 
offered up Himself unto His Father; albeit, not really and indeed, but, according to M. Harding's own 
distinction, in a figure or in a mystery; in such sort, as we say, CHRIST was offered in the sacrifices of the 
old law: and as St. John says. The Lamb was slain from the beginning of the world. As CHRIST was slain," 
&c. The meaning is the same, for as that first "offering of Himself to His Father" is understood, so will be 
the oblation of the Eucharist.] 'The sacrifice [after the order of Melchisedek] which is the propitiation for 
the sins of the whole world, is only JESUS CHRIST the Son of GOD upon the Cross. And the ministration 
of the holy Mysteries, in a phrase or manner of speech, is also the same sacrifice, because it layeth forth 
the death and blood of CHRIST so plainly and so evidently before our eyes.' [lb. div. 10. p. 422.] 'We 
offer4 up CHRIST, i. e. an example, a commemoration, a remembrance of the Death of CHRIST, [ib. div. 
12, p. 424. This is Bishop Jewell's comment on the passage of St. Chrysostom in Ep. ad Hebr. Horn. 17. 
adduced by Harding.] This kind of sacrifice was never denied. [Bishop Jewell, to the words, "This kind of 
sacrifice was never denied," subjoins, "but M. Harding's real sacrifice was never yet proved."] What then 
does he deny? That JESUS CHRIST was really sacrificed, that he offers anew His own life, and again sheds 
His own blood, as Harding very ill expresses himself, [Ap. Jewell, 146 [1. c. p. 417.]] that 'CHRIST 
sacrificed Himself at two sundry times, and that He twice really shed His blood, first at the Table, and 
afterwards upon the Cross.' This it was which Jewell combated, this the doctrine which he attributed to 
the [Roman] Catholics, and which the inaccuracy of Harding gave him occasion to attack. In truth, all his 
answers to the arguments and authorities adduced by his opponent, come to this; viz, that they do not 
prove that JESUS CHRIST was really sacrificed, and that consequently there is no sacrifice (doubtless in 
the sense in which he supposed the [Roman] Catholics to hold it). M. Harding's real sacrifice was never 
yet proved.'" 

"It is thus that he answers the passage of St. Cyprian, that of the supposed Areopagite, those of St. 



Irenaeus and St. Ambrose and others; which Harding had paraded in his work. ' The place of St. Cyprian 
[P. 149 [422.]] [as it] not once toucheth the real sacrificing of CHRIST unto His Father/ &c.--'Here 
Dionysius [P. 147 [419. Bishop Jewell had just before said, "Dionysius hath no token or inkling of any 
sacrificing of the Son of GOD unto His Father. But clearly and in most plain wise, he sheweth the 
difference that is between the sacrifice of the Cross, and the sacrifice of the Holy Communion." Such a 
sacrifice then Bishop Jewell believed.]] calleth not the ministration of the holy Mysteries the sacrificing 
of CHRIST unto His Father, [as M. Harding would force us to believe, but a figurative sacrifice, that is, a 
figure or a sign of that great sacrifice]'--'That Irenaeus [P. 148 [424. Bishop Jewell begins the paragraph, 
"Here, at last, M. Harding has found out the name of a sacrifice, that was not denied him. But the 
sacrifice, that he hath so long sought for, and hath so assuredly promised to find, hitherto he hath not 
found. For Irenaeus not once nameth the Mass, nor this real oblation of the Son of GOD unto His 
Father."]] meant not any such real sacrifice of the Son of GOD, nor may not in any wise so be taken, it is 
evident by the plain words that follow, touching the same.'--'Even so, St. Ambrose saith, CHRIST is 
offered here in the earth (not really and indeed, as M. Harding saith, but) in like sort and sense as St. 
John saith, 'The Lamb was slain from the beginning of the world, that is, not substantially or in real 
manner, but in signification in mystery and in a figure.' Read through all that this author says "on the 
subject, and you will find that it comes back to these two points, 1st, That JESUS CHRIST does not really 
offer Himself in the Eucharist. 2d, That there is no 'proper sacrifice [The term of the Council of Trent] 
where there is no real immolation. On the first of these, which is that which Jewell attacks, we are 
agreed. The second comes to a mere question of names, i. e. whether one ought to give the name of 
"proper sacrifice" to an action wherein there is no real immolation. All antiquity decides in favour of the 
[Roman] Catholic Church. But of what use to the acknowledgment of the doctrine is a dispute about the 
word sacrifice, which these authors will only give to a real and actual immolation, when they confess 
that the death of JESUS CHRIST is represented in the Eucharist, that a continual memorial is there made 
of Him, and that there is therein a mystical oblation of His sacrifice, which applies its benefits to us. 'We 
offer up CHRIST, i. e. an example, a commemoration, a remembrance of the death of CHRIST.' It is not 
then our doctrine which he attacks, but an imaginary sacrifice which we do not admit, and which yet is 
the only one that he imputes to us. 'Therefore this new article of faith, of the real sacrificing and 
shedding of CHRIST'S Blood at the Table, neither being true in itself, nor hitherto by M. Harding, nor any 
way proved--to say, that any mortal man hath power and authority, really and indeed to sacrifice the 
Son of GOD, it is a manifest and wicked blasphemy." [P. 144 [p. 414,5.]] 

With Courayer's endeavours to extricate himself and his Church from the decrees of the Council of 
Trent, which fixed this language, we have nothing to do: certainly, the language of the Council on the 
Sacrifice, is in itself capable of a good interpretation, were it not that terms employed in it must be 
explained with reference to that Church's acknowledged doctrines of Transsubstantiation and 
Purgatory. And THE DOCTRINE OF THE SACRIFICE CANNOT BE THE SAME, WHERE 
TRANSSUBSTANTIATION is HELD AND WHERE IT IS NOT. This long extract, however, may be of much use 
in setting vividly before the mind, not merely the opinions of Bishop Jewell, but whereon the 
controversy really turned, viz. on the doctrine of Transsubstantiation. And it is the difficulty of fixing 
language, with regard to this or any point, which creates the difficulty; if e. g. by "true and proper 
sacrifice" the Tridentine decree means an actual immolation of the real and substantial Body and Blood 
of CHRIST," an Anglican must reject it; if, on the other hand, it could have meant only "a real oblation, 
commemorative of the One Sacrifice of our LORD, and pleading and applying its merits," the phrase in 
itself would have nothing objectionable: in a word, if "true and proper" means "physical, corporeal, 
substantial," i. e. implies "Transsubstantiation," we reject it; if it were opposed only to any 
ultra-Protestant notion of "figurative" (as opposed to "true"), "unreal," "in a figure of speech," and the 
like, it may have a good sense, and serve to uphold sound doctrine. 




In like manner, Cranmer, although he did not come up to the old Catholic Fathers in his statement of the 
truth, yet addressed his mind to the word "propitiatory," in itself objectionable, as probably conveying 
popularly the notion of an intrinsic merit and value in propitiating the Father. "The greatest blasphemy 
and injury that can be against CHRIST, and yet universally used through the Popish kingdom, is this, that 
the Priests make their mass a service propitiatory, to remit the sins as well of themselves as of others, 
both quick and dead, to whom they list to apply the same. Thus, under pretence of holiness, the 
papistical priests have taken upon them to be CHRIST'S successors, and to make such an oblation and 
sacrifice as never creature made but C H RI ST alone, neither Fie made the same any more times than 
once, and that was by His death upon the Cross." [Defence, &c. b. 5. c. 1.1. 2. p. 447. ed. Jenkyns.j Yet, 
as we saw above, he held in some sense the doctrine, and in one place, even in a later work, he parallels 
[Defence &c. b. 5. c. 5. p. 451.] the sacraments with the sacrifices of the old Law, which implies 
altogether the high view, and is the language of the Fathers. "The true reconciliation and forgiveness of 
sin before GOD neither the fathers of the old Law, nor we yet have, but only in the sacrifice of CHRIST, 
made in the mount of Calvary. And the sacrifices of the old Law mere prognostications and figures of the 
same then to come, as our sacraments be figures and demonstrations of the same now passed." He 
contends throughout against the Romish sacrifice, and though (as happens to people in controversy, 
especially when under the influence of the class to whom he listened) he even appears to lower the true 
view for fear of approximating to the Romish error, still it is apparent to the attentive, that even in his 
controversy he has regard to this only. Thus in answer to Gardiner, who quoted the phrase, aqutwV 
quesqai, as applied to the sacrifice of the Eucharist, he says, "In saying that CHRIST is sacrificed of the 
priest not like a sacrifice, or after the manner of a sacrifice, the Council in these words signified a 
difference between the sacrifice of the priest and the sacrifice of CHRIST, Which upon the Cross offered 
Himself to be sacrificed after the manner of a very sacrifice, that is to say, unto death, for the sins of the 
world. CHRIST made a bloody sacrifice, which took away sin; the priests with the Church make a 
commemoration thereof with lauds and thanksgiving, offering also themselves obedient to GOD unto 
death. And yet this our sacrifice taketh not away "our sins, nor is not accepted but by His sacrifice." 
Wherein Cranmer expresses himself as strongly as need be wished, especially in that he distinguishes 
the "sacrifice" as a "memorial," from the "oblation of ourselves." [Answer, &c. b. 5. t. 3. p. 534.] And 
again, upon the very word "propitiatory." "You speak according to the Papists, that the priests in their 
masses make a sacrifice propitiatory. [Ibid. p. 544.] I call a sacrifice propitiatory, according to the 
Scripture, such a sacrifice as pacifieth GOD'S indignation against us, obtaining mercy and forgiveness of 
all our sins, and is our ransom and redemption from everlasting damnation. And, on the other side, I call 
a sacrifice 'gratificatory,' or the sacrifice of the Church, such a sacrifice as doth not reconcile us to GOD, 
but is made of them that be reconciled, to testify their duties, and to show themselves thankful unto 
Him. And these sacrifices in Scripture be not called propitiatory, but sacrifices of justice [righteousness], 
of laud, praise, and thanksgiving. But you confound the words, and call one by another's name, calling 
that propitiatory which the Scripture calleth but of justice, laud, and thanking. And all is nothing else but 
to defend your propitiatory sacrifice of the priests in their masses, whereby they may remit sin, and 
redeem souls out of purgatory." 

In like manner, Ridley, in answering the Romish corruption of the doctrine, sets himself entirely to 
oppose such statements of the doctrine as would any way interfere with the one sacrifice of the Cross, 
or ascribe to the commemorative sacrifice any intrinsic merit, and objects to the word "propitiable," 
only if it involved that meaning. The proposition which he opposed was: "In the mass is the lively 
sacrifice of the Church, propitiable and available for the sins as well of quick as of the dead." "I answer," 
he says, "that being taken in such sense as the words seem to import, it is not only erroneous, but withal 
so much to the derogation and defacing of the Death and Passion of CHRIST, that I judge it may and 
ought most worthily to be counted wicked and blasphemous against the most precious blood of our 



Saviour CHRIST. Concerning the Romish Mass which is used at this day, or the lively sacrifice thereof 
propitiatory and available for the sins of the quick and the dead, the Holy Scripture hath not so much as 
one syllable.--Touching these words, 'the lively Sacrifice of CHRIST,' there is doubt whether they are to 
be understood figuratively and sacramentally for the Sacrament of the lively Sacrifice (after which sort 
we deny it not to be in the Lord's Supper), or properly and without any figure; of the which manner 
there was but one only sacrifice, and that once offered, namely, on the Cross. There is also a doubt in 
the word 'propitiable,' whether it signify here that which taketh away sin, or that which may be made 
available for the taking away of sin; that is to say, whether it is to be taken in the active or in the passive 
signification. Now the falseness of the Proposition, after the meaning of the Schoolmen and the Romish 
Church, and impiety in that sense, which the words seem to import, is this; that they, leaning to the 
foundation of their fond Transubstantiation, would make the quick and lively body of CHRIST'S flesh 
(united and knit to the Divinity) to lie hid under the accidents and outward show of Bread and Wine. 
Which is very false, as I have said before; and they, building upon this foundation, do hold that the same 
body is offered unto GOD, by the priest in his daily massings, to put away the sins of the quick and the 
dead; whereas by the Apostle to the Hebrews it is evident that there is but one Oblation, and one true 
and lively Sacrifice of the Church offered upon the Altar of the Cross, which was, is, and shall be for ever, 
the propitiation for the sins of the whole world, and where there is remission of the same, there is, saith 
the Apostle, no more offering for sin.--In the Mass the Passion of CHRIST is not in verity, but in a mystery 
representing the same; yea even there when the Lord's Supper is duly ministered. But where CHRIST 
suffereth not, there is He not offered in verity; for the Apostle saith, Not that He might offer up Himself 
oftentimes (for then must He have suffered oftentimes since the beginning of the world). Now when 
CHRIST is not offered, there is no propitiatory sacrifice. Ergo. In the Mass there is no Propitiatory 
Sacrifice. For CHRIST, &c. Heb. ix. 28.--I know that all these places of the Scripture are avoided by two 
manner of subtle shifts; the one is, by the distinction of the bloody and unbloody Sacrifice; as though 
our unbloody Sacrifice of the Church were any other than the Sacrifice of Praise and Thanksgiving, than 
a commemoration, a showing forth, and a Sacramental Representation of that one only bloody Sacrifice, 
offered up once for all. The other is, by depraving and wresting the sayings of the ancient Fathers unto 
such a strange kind of sense, as the Fathers themselves indeed never meant. For what the meaning of 
the Fathers was, is evident by that which St. Augustine writeth in his Epistle to Boniface, and in the 83rd 
Chapter of his Ninth Book against Faustus the Manichee, besides many other places; likewise by 
Eusebius Emissenus, Cyprian, Chrysostom, Fulgentius, Bertram, and others who do wholly concord and 
agree together in this unity in the LORD, that the Redemption, once made in Verity for the Salvation of 
Man, continued in full effect for ever, and worketh without ceasing unto the end of the world; that the 
Sacrifice once offered cannot be consumed; that the LORD'S Death and Passion is as effectual, the virtue 
of that Blood once shed, as fresh at this day, for the washing away of sins, as it was, even the same day 
that it flowed out of the blessed side of our SAVIOUR: and finally, that the whole substance of our 
Sacrifice, which is frequented of the Church in the Lord's Supper, consisteth in Prayers, Praise, and giving 
of Thanks, and in remembering, and in showing forth of that Sacrifice once offered upon the Altar of the 
Cross; that the same might continually be had in reverence by Mystery, which once only and no more, 
was offered for the Price of our Redemption." [Answer to the three propositions proposed to him in the 
disputation at Oxford, April 12,1554. Prop. 3] 

The doctrine itself the Romanists certainly did confound, but the word "propitiatory" was afterwards 
adopted in no other sense than Cranmer above calls "gratificatory" (a word as foreign to Scripture as 
"propitiatory") sc. "such a sacrifice as doth not reconcile us to GOD, but is made of them as be 
reconciled." And they adopted it as expressing more accurately that we approach GOD herein, not 
simply with something of our own, our "prayers and thanksgivings," but with something altogether out 
of ourselves, and which "He has provided" for us, even the memorials of the Blessed Death and Passion 



of His SON. So that a learned man [Waterland, Doctrine of the Eucharist, c. xii. t. 7, p. 344, 5. Ed. Van 
Mildert.], not from his own habits of mind or those of his day disposed to any high doctrine of the 
Sacrifice, yet says (on this very word) speaking of a moderate and learned Lutheran Divine, "He allows 
that the antients, by oblation and sacrifice meant more than prayer, and that it is even ludicrous to 
pretend the contrary. He acknowledges that they speak of an oblation of Bread and Wine, and that the 
Eucharist is a sacrifice of praise, and propitiatory also in a sober qualified sense." "In short, he seems," 
adds Waterland, "almost to yield up every thing which Dr. Grabe had contended for, except only the 
point of a proper or material sacrifice; and he looked upon that as resolving at length into a kind of 
logomachy, a difference in words or names arising chiefly from the difficulty of determining what a 
'sacrifice' properly means, and from the almost insuperable perplexities among learned men, about the 
ascertaining any precise definition of it." "I am persuaded," he lastly sums up, "there is a good deal of 
truth in what that learned gentleman has said, and that a great part of the debate, so warmly carried on 
a few years ago, was more about names than things." [Pfaffius, Diss. de Oblatione Vet. Eucliaristica, 
Irenjei Fragm. Anecdot. subjecta, p. 211. He says, "The Council of Trent maintains that the sacrifice of 
the Eucharist is propitiatory, and that this is to be believed under pain of anathema, which yet is not said 
in the Service, which does not call the Holy Supper a 'sacrifice,' much less 'a propitiatory' one. Still the 
Tridentine Fathers, while they call the sacrifice of the Mass 'propitiatory,' distinguish it from the sacrifice 
of the Body of CHRIST upon the Cross. For through the sacrifice of the Cross, propitiation was so 
perfectly obtained for man, that nothing can be added to the price of our redemption, as being infinite 
(Heb. ix. 11, seq. x. 1, seq. 1 John i. 2). If then the propitiation has been acquired by the sacrifice of the 
Cross, it is not acquired or obtained afresh by the Eucharistic sacrifice, unless you take obtained in the 
sense of applied. Whence it appears, how ambiguous that word 'propitiatory' is, in that it may be taken 
as well for the 'acquiring and obtaining' as for the 'applying' of the one and the same thing, and so opens 
the door to numberless strifes of words. For if you say that the Eucharist applies to the faithful the 
propitiation made by the sacrifice of the Cross, no Protestant will dispute this. But if you believe that the 
devotion of the Eucharist acquires and obtains propitiation, you may be saying what is perhaps at 
variance from the opinion of the Romish Church. For the Council of Trent (sess. 6. c. 1.) calls the Mass 'a 
peculiar sacrifice, whereby CHRIST in the Last Supper presented to God the Father His own Body and 
Blood under the forms of bread and wine, and whereby that bloody sacrifice finished upon the Cross is 
represented, and its salutary efficacy is applied to the remission of our daily trespasses.' But if this be 
their meaning, they seem to have anathematized the Protestants, on account of an ambiguous term, 
which these do not admit. For these hold the substance while they reject the word."] 

So now we have, in these few instances, the words "sacrifice," "proper," or "propitiatory sacrifice," 
taken in a good or bad sense, or the question looked upon as a mere question of words; so necessary is 
it to regard, not what words a person uses, but in what sense he uses them, else even the same person 
might be looked upon as a Papist and an Ultra-Protestant, which were absurd. In our perplexity on this 
subject, we may be the more thankful that GOD guided the Church Catholic to fix the language on the 
most essential articles of faith. 

There is yet another opinion, which must be mentioned, as being a modification or a portion of the old 
doctrine, and bearing witness to that, for which it has been substituted. This is what has, since 
Cudworth's time, been commonly received, viz. that the Eucharist is "a feast upon a sacrifice." This, like 
so many other modern theories, takes up one half of the ancient doctrine, and then appears as new. It 
has, however, been valuable, as keeping up a portion of the truth among such as would not, perhaps, 
have received the whole. But the "feast upon a sacrifice" implies, first, the offering of a sacrifice; and so, 
as Archdeacon Daubeny has well said, "The Episcopal Church in Scotland keeps close to the original 
pattern of the primitive Church; and with the Church of England,--considering the Sacrament of the 



LORD'S Supper to be a feast upon a sacrifice, to constitute it such, makes that which is feasted upon first 
a sacrifice, by having it offered up by a priest." [Quoted in the Brit. Mag. Sept. 1834, p. 288.] 

In conclusion, one word of caution. It is not without some natural sense of shrinking, that one casts thus 
upon the troubled waters of our rude days, the testimonies to a doctrine which is not meant for 
"doubtful disputations," but for reverence and devotion. The choice, however, is not with us: the ardent 
longing, which GOD has in so many minds awakened, to know and practise the faith of the Church, such 
as it was in the days when she kept her first love, is a warning which may not be passed unheeded; and 
they who know that Church's way have a duty laid upon them to declare it. Yet, since this doctrine 
especially has been cast into the shade, it seems to us a blessed circumstance that we were led by 
events, (which, since they are not of our own arranging, are commonly GOD'S ordering and direction,) to 
set forth this doctrine in this way. For we trust that they who are apt to look upon these subjects with a 
sort of jealous impatience, because differing from the system in which they have been educated, and 
what they think the religion of the Bible, will, (at least some of them,) be restrained from giving vent to 
that impatience, by the presence of so many witnesses, some of whom, even they have been 
accustomed to respect; and so the injury which they might do to their own spirit or to the Church, by 
such profane opposition to the truth, may be avoided. On the other hand, we would warn those who 
may be tempted over hastily to take up, with all the interest of novelty, an old doctrine, which, in its 
extent, may to them appear to be new, that they too must restrain themselves. These are not subjects 
for discussion, for speculation, for display of recently acquired knowledge; they are high, mysterious, 
awful Christian privileges, to be felt, reverenced, embraced, realized, acted. Let them not speak of them 
until they have practised them, but rather pray GOD to deepen their own sense of them. They will then 
speak of them, if they speak at all, more chastenedly and in the ear,-not in mixed society or in the 
market-place; and, we may trust, not so as to injure themselves or others, or make the mysteries of GOD 
a common thing. What St. Augustine saith of GOD, is true also of all His mysteries:--"The soul may more 
readily attain to speak of Him than to see Him, and she will so much the less speak of Him, the more 
purely she is enabled to see Him." [Serm. 117, sect. 7.] "What do we?" says he again; "shall we be 
silent?" Would we might! For it might be that through silence something might be conceived worthy of 
that which is unutterable." [Cont. Ep. Manich. c. 19.] To further these ends, to obviate the 
embarrassment which may naturally result to individuals, from feeling themselves in possession of a 
doctrine greater than they have hitherto had, or than, from the contrariety of their previous habits, they 
can readily associate with an action, outwardly so simple as that of placing upon the altar the elements 
of bread and wine,--as also for the sake of the blessing of the prayers themselves, we subjoin a form 
wherewith the oblation was of old accompanied. This the priest may say silently, (for the Church places 
no restraint upon silent prayer,) while he is reverently placing the bread and wine upon the altar, as 
directed. [The Apostolic Bishop Wilson gives this direction after the prayer of consecration: "Say 
secretly, 'Most merciful GOD, the Father of our Lord JESUS CHRIST, look graciously upon the gifts now 
lying before Thee, and send down Thy Holy Spirit on this sacrifice, that He may make this bread and this 
wine the Body and Blood of Thy CHRIST, that all they who partake of them may be confirmed in 
godliness,--may receive remission of their sins,--may be delivered from the devil and his wiles,--may be 
filled with the Holy Ghost,--may be worthy of Thy CHRIST, and obtain everlasting life;--Thou, 0 LORD 
ALMIGHTY, being reconciled unto them, through the same JESUS CHRIST our LORD. Amen."-lntrod. to 
the Lord's Supper, Works t. i. p. 61. 4to. 1781, quoted in part in Brit. Mag. 1. c p. 408.] The prayer is in 
substance that which St. Irenaeus doubtless derived, through St. Polycarp, from the blessed St. John, 
and was probably in use in this Church, before, for the first time, it suffered from foreign influence, then 
that of Rome. Clergymen, whether they place (as they are bidden) or even remove from one part of the 
altar to another, the Bread and Wine, which is to be made so mysteriously holy, cannot but offer some 
prayer, or at least think thoughts which are prayers. It is here only proposed as a form, which may be 



used by such as desire it; others may be found elsewhere, or have been already given. [See Tract, No. 
63--"The Antiquity of the existing Liturgies," whence (p. 15.) the following passages from the Gallican 
Liturgy are transcribed. They occur in Brett's Liturgies, p. 114. 120. Mabillon, p. 227, 228. 457. In an 
interesting paper in the British Mag. Sept, and Oct. 1834, p. 402, sqq. portions of thirteen ancient forms 
are given, and those of our own Liturgy, as used in England, Scotland, and America.] 

In the old Gallican Liturgy, then, the prayers of oblation and invocation of the HOLY GHOST to sanctify 
the elements, which form part of every known Liturgy, are thus combined:-- 

"We, 0 LORD, observing these Thy gifts and precepts, lay upon Thine Altar the sacrifices of Bread and 
Wine, beseeching the deep goodness of Thy mercy, that the Holy and Undivided Trinity may sanctify 
these Sacrifices, by the same SPIRIT through which uncorrupt virginity conceived Thee in the flesh; that 
when it has been received by us with fear and veneration, whatever dwells in us contrary to the good of 
the soul may die, and whatever dies, may never rise again." 

Or in the Christmas office of the same Liturgy. 

"We therefore, observing these His commandments, offer unto Thee the holy gift of our salvation, 
beseeching Thee that Thou wouldst vouchsafe to send THY HOLY SPIRIT upon these solemn mysteries, 
that they may become to us a true Eucharist, in the Name of THEE, and Thy SON, and of the HOLY 
SPIRIT, that they may confer eternal life and an everlasting kingdom on us who are going to eat and 
drink of them, in the transformation of the Body and Blood of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, Thine Only 
Begotten SON. Amen." 

OXFORD. Feast of All Saints. 


In order to exhibit more clearly the character of Edward Vlth's first book, which has been above 
commented upon, as well as a sort of introduction to the following list of witnesses, to whom it was a 
link, as it were, connecting them and their Church with the Fathers and the Primitive Catholic Church, it 
seemed advisable to give here, as a whole, the prayer of Consecration and Oblation as it stood in that 
book; and, to explain the mind of its principal revisers, there have been appended the official answers, 
given by them a little previously, to the question on the doctrine here contained. Only it must be 
remembered that the language, being that of the ancient Church, is not dependent for its interpretation 
on the views of its revisers; whether they saw what they delivered, more or less clearly, is an object of 
interest solely as relates to them; they transmitted to us not their own interpretations, or their own 
thoughts, nor cast our devotions into the model of their own minds, but, as far as they thought safe for 
their times, gave us the devotions of Primitive ages; and these must be obviously understood in the 
sense of those ages, i. e. of the Old Catholic Fathers, to whom also themselves appeal. They would not 
stamp their own image or superscription, lest they should seem more like forgers of a new religion, than 
refiners of corruptions. In like manner, it will be observed, they who come after depend not upon them, 
but derive their doctrine mainly from Catholic Antiquity, the common stay of both. 


"0 GOD, heavenly Father, which of Thy tender mercy didst give Thine Only Son JESUS CHRIST to suffer 
death upon the cross for our redemption, who made there (by his one oblation once offered) a full. 



perfect, and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfaction, for the sins of the whole world, and did 
institute, and in His holy gospel command us to celebrate a perpetual memory of that His precious 
death, until His coming again; hear us, 0 merciful Father, we beseech Thee; and with Thy Holy Spirit and 
Word vouchsafe to bl + ess and sane + tify these Thy gifts and creatures of bread and wine, that they 
may be unto us the Body and Blood of Thy most dearly beloved Son JESUS CHRIST. Who in the same 
night that He was betrayed, took bread, and, when brake it, and gave it to His disciples, saying, 

'Take, eat, this is My Body, which is given for you. Do this in remembrance of Me.' Likewise, after 
supper, He took the cup, and, when He had given thanks. He 

gave it to them saying, 'Drink ye all of this, for this is My Blood of the New Testament, which is shed for 
you, and for many, for remission of sins. Do this as oft as you shall drink it, in remembrance of me.' 

"These words before rehearsed are to be said, turning still to the Altar, without any elevation or shewing 
the Sacrament to the people. 

"Wherefore, 0 Lord and heavenly Father, according to the institution of Thy dearly beloved Son our 
Saviour JESUS CHRIST, we, Thy humble servants, do celebrate and make here, before Thy divine Majesty, 
with these Thy holy gifts, the memorial which Thy Son hath willed us to make, having in remembrance 
His blessed passion, mighty resurrection, and glorious ascension; rendering unto Thee most hearty 
thanks for the innumerable benefits procured unto us by the same; entirely desiring Thy fatherly 
goodness mercifully to accept this our sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving; most humbly beseeching 
Thee to grant, that by the merits and death of Thy dear Son JESUS CHRIST, and through faith in His 
blood, we and all Thy whole Church may obtain remission of our sins and all other benefits of His 
passion. And here we offer and present unto Thee, 0 Lord, ourselves, our souls and bodies, to be a 
reasonable, holy, and lively sacrifice unto Thee, humbly beseeching Thee that whosoever shall be 
partakers of this holy communion may worthily receive the most precious Body and Blood of Thy Son 
Jesus Christ, and be fulfilled with Thy grace and heavenly benediction, and made one body with Thy Son 
JESUS CHRIST, that He may dwell in them, and they in Him. And although we be unworthy (through our 
manifold sins) to offer unto Thee any sacrifice, yet we beseech Thee to accept this our bounden duty 
and service, and command these our prayers and supplications, by the ministry of Thy holy Angels to be 
brought up into Thy holy tabernacle, before the sight of Thy divine Majesty, not weighing our merits, but 
pardoning our offences, through CHRIST our LORD; by whom, and with whom, in the unity of the Holy 
Ghost, all honour and glory be unto Thee, 0 Father Almighty, world without end. Amen." 


QUESTION III. 

What is the Oblation and Sacrifice of Christ in the Mass? 

Answers. 

CANTUARIEN. (Cranmer.) 

The Oblation and Sacrifice of CHRIST in the Mass is not so called, because CHRIST indeed is there offered 
and sacrificed by the priest and the people, (for that was done but once by Himself upon the Cross,) but 
it is so called, because it is a Memory and Representation of that very true Sacrifice and Immolation 
which before was made upon the Cross. 


ROFFEN. (Ridley.) 



The Representation and Commemoration of CHRIST'S Death and Passion, said and done in the Mass is 
called the Sacrifice, Oblation, or Immolation of CHRIST; Non rei veritate, (as learned men do write) sed 
significandi mysterio. 
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The above list, although enlarged beyond what was thought necessary in the other catenae, is by no 
means intended to comprise all who might be adduced. On the contrary, such are omitted (although of 
repute in their generation,) as belonged to the one or other school, e.g. that of Archbishop Land, and so 
were hardly independent witnesses. There is also a set of writers who, perhaps, can scarcely be brought 
under one head, who appear to have held implicitly the doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice, although 
the circumstances of the age in which they lived, or their own habits of mind, may have prevented their 
declaring it so explicitly as to enable one to place them in the primary list of witnesses. Of some (as 
Archbishop Sharpe, Bishop Cleaver, Dr. John Scott, Felling, and others,) the language seemed almost 
definite enough to entitle them to be ranked in that list; yet it seemed best to omit them, in order to 
avoid all appearance of anxiety to press their words beyond their true meaning, or to make our Anglican 
Church look more primitive than she has really been. The real point of difference between the primitive 
Church and modern views, is whether there be in this oblation a mystery or no; and this, doubtless, 
many have believed, who, from the unfavourable circumstances of their times, had scarcely developed 
that belief even to themselves. All however, even those who held the doctrine in its lowest degree, are 
witnesses thus far, that they who held it most deeply would not have held it thus deeply, or have been 
formed in that depth, in a Church which had not held the doctrine, or so referred her sons to primitive 
antiquity, and they whose tenure of it seems almost questionable, obviously would not have held it at 
all. A mere Protestant body could not have given rise even to the lowest statements of this last set. The 
doctrine must exist; otherwise they would never have been compelled to receive it into their mind, in 
whatever degree they did entertain it. Their having to weigh it, prove it, even their labouring to adjust it 
to their own minds, in as far as they did not conform their own minds to it, is a fact arid a testimony, 
independent of the conclusions, often very undecided, floating between the higher and the lower view 
of the doctrine, to which they ultimately arrived. It bears witness to the real substantial existence of the 
doctrine, offering and proposing itself and seeking entrance, even though, by many, it may, at last, have 
been inadequately admitted. 



JEWELL, BISHOP.-Defence of the Apology. Part II. 


But you Protestants (ye say) have no external Sacrifice, and therefore ye have no Church at all. It pitieth 
me, M. Harding, to see the vanity of your dealing. Have we no external Sacrifice, say you? I beseech you, 
what Sacrifice did Christ or His Apostles ever command that we have refused? Leave your misty clouds, 
and generalities of words, and speak it plainly; that ye may seem to say some truth. 

We have the Sacrifice of Prayer, the Sacrifice of Alms deeds, the Sacrifice of Praise, the Sacrifice of 
Thanksgiving, and the Sacrifice of the Death of CHRIST. We are taught to present our own bodies, as a 
pure, and a holy, and a well pleasing Sacrifice unto GOD, and to offer up unto Him the burning oblation 
of our lips. These (saith St. Paul) are the Sacrifices wherewith God is pleased. These be the Sacrifices of 
the Church of GOD. Whosoever hath these, we cannot say he is void of Sacrifice. Howbeit, if we speak of 
a Sacrifice propitiatory for the satisfaction of sins, we have none other but only CHRIST JESUS, the Son of 
GOD upon His Cross. "He is that sacrificed Lamb of GOD, that hath taken away the sins of the world." 

You will say, ye offer not up Christ really unto GOD His Father. No, M. Harding, neither we nor you can 
so offer Him: nor did CHRIST ever give you commission to make such Sacrifice. And this is it, wherewith 
you so foully beguile the simple. CHRIST offereth and presenteth us unto His Father. "For by Him we 
have access to the throne of grace." But no creature is able to offer Him. CHRIST JESUS upon His cross 
was a Priest for ever, according to the order of Melchisedeck. "As for our part," St. Augustine saith, 
"Christ hath given us to celebrate in His Church, an image or token of that Sacrifice for the remembrance 
of His Passion." Again he saith, "After CHRIST'S ascension into heaven, the Flesh and Blood of this 
Sacrifice is continued by a Sacrament of remembrance." Eusebius saith, "We burn a Sacrifice unto GOD, 
the remembrance of that great Sacrifice upon the cross, and CHRIST commanded us to offer up a 
remembrance of His death, instead of a Sacrifice." It were an infinite labour to report all that may be 
said. To be short, St. Hierome saith, turning himself unto CHRIST: "Then shalt Thou, 0 CHRIST, receive 
Sacrifice, either when Thou offerest up Thyself for us unto Thy Father," (which was only upon the cross,) 
"or else, when Thou receivest of us praises and thanksgiving." 

All these things are true, M. Harding: you cannot deny them. . . . GOD'S name be blessed for ever, we 
want neither Church nor Priesthood, nor any kind of Sacrifice, that CHRIST hath left unto His 
faithful.-pp. 13d, 1. 

St. Cyprian saith, "We offer our LORD'S cup mixed with wine." But he saith not as you say, "We offer up 
the Son of GOD substantially and really unto His Father." Take away only that blasphemy wherewith you 
have deceived the world: and then talk of mingling the cup, and of the Sacrifice, while ye list. St. Cyprian 
saith, "We offer the LORD'S cup," meaning thereby, the wine contained in the cup. So likewise St. 
Augustine saith: "The Church offereth up the Sacrifice of bread and wine." If there be any darkness in 
this manner of speech, both St. Cyprian and St. Augustine have plainly expounded their meaning. St. 
Cyprian, in the same Epistle before alleged, saith thus: "The cup is offered in remembrance of CHRIST: by 
the wine CHRIST'S Blood is shewed, or signified: therefore wine is used, that by wine we may 
understand the LORD'S Blood: water only without wine, cannot express the Blood of CHRIST: in the 
water we understand the people: in the wine CHRIST'S Blood is represented: in all our Sacrifices, we 
work the memory of CHRIST'S passion: the Sacrifice that we offer, is the Passion of our LORD." Thus 
much St. Cyprian in the same epistle. St. Augustine saith, "In this Sacrifice is a Thanksgiving, and a 
remembrance of the Flesh of CHRIST, that He hath offered for us, and of the Blood of CHRIST that He 
shed for us." Thus saith St. Cyprian: thus saith St. Augustine: thus say the old godly learned fathers of the 



Church of Christ.--p. 140. 


ID.—Replie unto M. Harding's Answer. 


But M. Harding saith: "The Sacrifice of the Church is not thanksgiving, as our new masters teach us." 
Certainly our Sacrifice is the very Body of CHRIST, and that for ever, according to the order of 
Melchizedeck, evermore standing in GOD'S presence, and evermore obtaining pardon for us: not offered 
up by us, but offering us up unto GOD the Father. For the same, it is our part to offer unto GOD our 
Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving. And this is the doctrine, not only of them whom it liketh M. Harding 
to call new masters, but also of the oldest and most Catholic Doctors of the Church. And to allege one 
instead of many, St. Augustine hereof writeth thus: "In these fleshly Sacrifices (of the Jews) there was a 
figure of the Flesh, that CHRIST afterward would offer: but in this Sacrifice of the Church, there is a 
thanksgiving, and a remembrance of that Flesh, which CHRIST Hath already offered for us." If M. Harding 
will happily refuse St. Augustine, as mistrusted for one of these new masters, yet he may not well refuse 
his own Mass Book. There he himself even at his Mass is taught to say: "We that do offer up to Thee this 
Sacrifice of praise."--p. 267. 

True it is, the ministration of the holy Communion is oftentimes of the old learned fathers called a 
Sacrifice: not for that they thought the Priest had authority to sacrifice the Son of God, but for that 
therein we offer up unto God thanks and praises for that great Sacrifice once made upon the cross. So 
saith St. Augustine: "In this Sacrifice is a thanksgiving, and a remembrance of the flesh of Christ, which 
He hath offered for us." So Nazianzenus calleth the holy Communion, "A Figure of that great mystery of 
the death of CHRIST." This it is that Eusebius calleth, "The Sacrifice of the LORD'S table:" which also he 
calleth: "The Sacrifice of praise."--pp. 415, 6. 

Chrysostom showeth in what sense other ancient fathers used this word, Sacrifice, and also utterly 
overthroweth M. Harding's whole purpose touching the same. For, as he saith, "we offer up the same 
Sacrifice that CHRIST offered," so in most plain wise, and by sundry words, he removed] all doubt, and 
declareth in what sort and meaning we offer it. He saith not, as M. Harding saith, "We offer up the Son 
of GOD unto His Father, and that verily and indeed:" but contrariwise thus he saith, "We offer indeed, 
but in remembrance of His death This Sacrifice is an example of that Sacrifice. This that we do, is done in 
remembrance of that, that was done. We offer up the same that CHRIST offered: or rather we work the 
remembrance of that Sacrifice." Thus we offer up Christ, that is to say, an example, a commemoration, a 
remembrance of the death of CHRIST. This kind of Sacrifice was never denied: but M. Harding's real 
Sacrifice was never yet proved.--pp. 424. 


BILSON, BISHOP.-Of Subjection and Rebellion. 


Philander (Romanist). All the fathers with one consent stand on our side for the Sacrifice. 

Theophilus (Anglican). You be now where you would be; and where the Fathers seem to fit your feet. 
But if your Sacrifice be convinced to be nothing less than Catholic or consequent to the Prophets', 
Apostles', or Fathers' doctrine, what say you then to your vanity in alleging, if not impiety, in abusing so 



many Fathers and Scriptures to prop up your follies? ... Let it therefore first appear what they teach 
touching the Sacrifice of the LORD'S table, and what we admit: and then it will soon be seen which of us 
twain hath departed from them. The Fathers with one consent call not your private Mass, that they 
never knew, but the LORD'S Supper a Sacrifice, which we both willingly grant and openly teach: so their 
text, not your gloze may prevail. For there, besides the Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, which we 
must then offer to GOD for our redemption and other His graces bestowed on us in CHRIST His Son: 
besides the dedication of our souls and bodies to be a reasonable, quick, and holy Sacrifice to serve and 
please Flim: besides the contributions and alms there given in the Primitive Church for the relief of the 
poor and other good uses: a Sacrifice no doubt very acceptable to God: I say besides these three sundry 
sorts of offerings incident to the LORD'S table, the very Supper itself is a public memorial of that great 
and dreadful Sacrifice, I mean, of the death and blood-shedding of our SAVIOUR... . The visible Sacrifice 
of bread and wine, representing the LORD'S death, St. Augustine enforceth in these words: . .. (vid. sup. 
Jewell). With him agreeth Irenaeus: "Christ, willing his disciples to offer unto GOD the firstfruits of His 
creatures, . . . took the creature of bread and gave thanks, saying, This is my body. And likewise He 
confessed the cup which is a creature amongst us, to be His Blood, teaching the new oblation of the 
New Testament, which the Church, receiving from the Apostles, offereth to God throughout the world." 


This oblation of bread and wine for a thanksgiving to GOD, and a memorial of His Son's death, was so 
confessed and undoubted a truth in the Church of CHRIST, till your Schoolmen began to wrest both 
Scriptures and Fathers to serve their quiddities, that not only the Liturgies under the names of Clemens, 
Basil, and Chrysostom do mention it: ("We offer to Thee our KING and GOD this bread and this cup, 
according to Thy Son's institution: tua ex tuis offerimus tibi, Domine, we offer Thee, 0 LORD, these Thy 
gifts of Thine own creatures") . . .; but also the very Missals used in your own Churches at this day do 
confirm the same. These be the words of your own Offertory: "Receive, Holy Father, GOD Everlasting, 
this undefiled Host; which I, Thine unworthy servant, offer to Thee my KING and true GOD. . . . We offer 
to Thee, 0 LORD, this cup of salvation, in-treating Thy goodness that it may be taken up into Thy sight, 
as a sweet smell for the saving of us and the whole world. Receive, blessed Trinity, this oblation, which 
we offer to Thee, in remembrance of the passion, resurrection, and ascension of CHRIST JESUS our 
LORD. We humbly beseech Thee, most merciful Father, through JESUS CHRIST Thy Son our LORD, that 
Thou accept and bless these gifts, these presents, these holy undefiled Sacrifices, which we offer to Thee 
first for Thy Church, holy and Catholic," &c_ 

Certainly you speak these words long before you repeat CHRIST'S institution. . . . What then offer you in 
this place? CHRIST, or the creatures of bread and wine? By your own doctrine CHRIST is not present, 
neither any change made till these words, "This is my body," "this is my blood," be pronounced: ergo, 
before consecration, the creatures of bread and wine keep their proper and earthly substance, when 
notwithstanding yourselves offer them to GOD in your masses for the remission of your sins, 
redemption of your souls, and to profit the quick and the dead by that oblation. You teach the people 
that nothing is offered by the priest to GOD the Father for remission of sins, but CHRIST His Son: your 
mass, where this should be done, convinceth that you sacrifice not CHRIST, but the creatures of bread 
and wine. Be you not more than blind which see not that the prayers which you daily frequent refute 
that Sacrifice which you falsely pretend? 

PHIL. As though the ancient Fathers did not also say that CHRIST himself is daily offered in the Church. 

THEOPH. Not in the substance, which is your error, but in signification, which is their doctrine and ours. 
Take their interpretation with their words, and they make nothing for your local and external offering of 
CHRIST. "Was not CHRIST," saith Austin, "once sacrificed in Himself? and yet in a Sacrament is He 



offered for the benefit of the people, not every Paschal feast only, but every day." . . . Mark well the 
words of Cyprian, "The passion of the LORD is the Sacrifice which we offer:"-of Ambrose, "Our High 
Priest is He that offered (on the cross) a Sacrifice to cleanse us; the very same we offer now; which being 
then offered cannot be consumed, this sacrifice is a sampler of that, we offer that very Sacrifice for 
ever:"--of Eusebius, "CHRIST after all things (ended), offered a wonderful oblation, and most excellent 
Sacrifice (on the cross) for the salvation of us all, and gave us a memory thereof instead of a Sacrifice. 
We therefore offer the remembrance of that great Sacrifice in the mysteries which He delivered us:"--of 
Chrysostom, "Bringing these mysteries we stop the mouths of those that ask, how we prove that CHRIST 
was sacrificed (on the cross). For if JESUS were not slain, whose sign and token is this sacrifice?"--of 
Austin, "We sacrifice to God in that only manner in which He commanded we should offer to Him at the 
revealing of the New Testament: the flesh and blood of this Sacrifice was yielded in very truth when 
CHRIST was put to death: after His ascension it is now solemnized by a sacrament of memory."--pp. 
687-691. 

In this very sense CHRIST is offered daily. Chrysostom: "Do we not offer every day? we do: but a 
memorial of His death. We do not offer another sacrifice, but ever the same or rather we continue the 
remembrance of that Sacrifice." Ambrose: . . . "It is a memorial of our redemption." Eusebius: "CHRIST 
offered a wonderful sacrifice for the salvation of us all, and we have received a memorial of that most 
sacred oblation to be performed at the LORD'S table according to the rule of the New Testament." 
Augustine: "CHRIST is our High Priest after the order of Melchisedec, which yielded Himself a slain 
sacrifice for our sins, and gave us a similitude and image of that oblation to be celebrated for a 
remembrance of His passion, insomuch that we may see that, which Melchisedec offered to God, now 
sacrificed in the Church of CHRIST throughout the world.". . . Theophylact: "Do we then offer unbloody 
sacrifices? No doubt we do, by being a remembrance of the LORD'S death. He was once offered, and yet 
we offer Him always, or rather we celebrate the memorial of that oblation, when He sacrificed Himself 
(on the cross)." 

Receive this addition which they make; and we grant you that oblation, which they teach. "CHRIST is 
offered, or rather a memorial of His death and oblation is celebrated." This later correction doth 

expound and interpret their former assertion. You can require no plainer, nor sounder doctrine_They 

did offer an "unbloody sacrifice, not of flesh but of spirit and mind," "the selfsame which Melchisedec 
did" two thousand years before CHRIST took flesh, and therefore not the flesh of CHRIST: "a figurative 
sacrifice," to wit, "signs, samples, similitudes, and memorials of His death and bloodshedding." So that 
"CHRIST is offered daily but mystically," not covered with qualities and quantities of bread and wine; for 
those be neither mysteries nor resemblances to the death of CHRIST: but by the bread which is broken, 
by the wine which is drunk, in substance, creatures; in signification, sacraments; the LORD'S death is 
figured, and proposed to the communicants, and they, for their parts, no less people than priests, do 
present CHRIST hanging on the cross to GOD the Father, with a lively faith, inward devotion, and humble 
prayer, as a most sufficient and everlasting Sacrifice for the full remission of their sins, and assured 
fruition of His mercies. Other actual and propitiatory Sacrifice than this the Church of CHRIST never had, 
never taught. 

You believe not me. Well, what if your own fellows and friends teach the same? What if the Master of 
your Sentences, what if the glosser of your Decrees, what if the ringleader of your Schoolmen, make 
with us in this question, and evince that, for twelve hundred years after CHRIST, your Sacrifice was not 
known to the world: will you give the people leave to bethink themselves better, before they call you or 
account you Catholics? Then hear what they say: Peter Lombard, in his 4th Book and 12th Distinction, "I 
demand whether that which the priest doth be properly called a Sacrifice or an oblation, and whether 
CHRIST be daily offered, or else were offered only once. To this our answer is brief: that which is offered 



and consecrated by the priest is called a Sacrifice and oblation, because it is a memory and 
representation of the true Sacrifice and holy oblation made on the altar of the cross. Also CHRIST died 
once on the cross, and there was He offered Himself, but He is offered daily in a sacrament, because in 
the sacrament there is a remembrance of that which was done once." Now what this meaneth, CHRIST 
is offered in a sacrament, we need no fairer interpretation than that which your own gloss often 
repeateth; "CHRIST is offered in a sacrament;" that is, His offering is represented, and a memory of His 
passion celebrated. "It is the same oblation which He made;" that is, a representation of the same 
passion. "CHRIST is offered every day mystically;" that is, the oblation which CHRIST made for us is 
represented in the sacrament of His Body and Blood. 

With this concurreth Thomas of Aquine. "Because the celebration of this sacrament is a certain image of 
CHRIST'S passion, it may conveniently be called the sacrificing of CHRIST. The celebration of this 
sacrament is termed the immolating of CHRIST in two respects; first for that, as Austin saith, 
resemblances are wont to be called by the names of those things whose resemblances they are; next, 
for that by this sacrament we be made partakers of the fruit of the LORD'S Passion." Here find you no 
real, local, nor external offering of CHRIST to GOD His Father by the priest for the sins of the people; 
which is your opinion at this day; you find that the celebration of the LORD'S Supper may be called an 
oblation; first, for that it is a representation of CHRIST'S death, and sacraments have the names of the 
things which they signify; next, because the merits and fruits of CHRIST'S Passion are by the power of His 
Spirit, divided and bestowed on the faithful receivers of these mysteries.--pp. 692-694. 

PHIL. You grant the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, which your fellows will be angry with you for. 

THEOPH. Neither they, nor I, ever denied the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice. The very name informeth it to 
be "the Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving," which is the true and lively Sacrifice of the New 
Testament.-p. 699. 

PHIL. Why then refuse you the Fathers expressing their opinion of this Sacrifice? 

THEOPH. Nay, why do you abuse their words, to support your errors: and wheresoever you find the 
names of Sacrifice and oblation in them referred to the LORD'S Supper, why allege you the places with 
such confidence as if the Fathers were at your commandment: to mean nothing but your real sacrificing 
the Son of GOD under the forms of bread and wine? 

PHIL. What other meaning could they have? 

THEOPH. I have already showed you by their own writings what other meaning they had.-p. 700. 


HOOKER, PRESBYTER AND DOCTOR.-Ecclesiastical Polity, book v. § 67. 


The disciples, when CHRIST appeared to them in a far more strange and miraculous manner, moved no 

questions, but rejoiced greatly in what they saw. If then the presence of CHRIST with them did so 

much move, judge what their thoughts and affections were at the time of this new presentation of 
CHRIST, not before their eyes, but within their souls. They had learned before that His flesh and blood 
are the true cause of eternal life; that this they are not by the bare force of their own substance, but 
through the dignity and worth of His person, which offered them up by way of Sacrifice for the life of the 
whole world, and doth make them still effectual thereunto: finally, that to us they are life in particular, 




by being particularly received. Thus much they knew, although as yet they understood not perfectly to 
what effect or issue the same would come, till at the length being assembled for no other cause which 
they would imagine but to have eaten the Passover only, that Moses appointed, when they saw their 
LORD and MASTER, with hands and eyes lifted up to heaven, first bless and consecrate, for the endless 
good of all generations till the world's end, the chosen elements of bread and wine; which elements, 
made for ever the instruments of life by virtue of His Divine benediction, they being the first that were 
commanded to receive from Him, the first which were warranted by His promise, that not only unto 
them at the present time, but to whomsoever they and their successors after them did duly administer 
the same, those mysteries should serve as conducts of life, and conveyances of His Body and Blood unto 
them; was it possible they should hear that voice, Take, eat, this is My body: drink ye all of this, this is 
My blood; possible, that doing what was required, and believing what was promised, the same should 
have present effect in them, and not fill them with a kind of fearful admiration at the heaven which they 
saw in themselves? . . . These things considered, how should a virtuously disposed mind better resolve 

with itself than thus?.they are things wonderful which he feeleth, great which he seeth, and unheard 

of which he uttereth, whose soul is possessed of this Paschal Lamb, and made joyful in the strength of 
this new wine: this bread hath in it more than the substance which our eyes behold; this cup, hallowed 
with solemn benediction, availeth to the endless life and welfare both of soul and body; in that it 
serveth as well for a medicine to heal our infirmities and purge our sins, as for a sacrifice of thanksgiving. 


OVERALL, BISHOP. 

["MS. Notes written in an interleaved Common Prayer Book, printed in the year 1619, supposed to be 
made from the Collections of Bishop Overall, by a friend or chaplain of his."--Additional Notes on the 
Common Prayer in Nicholls's Commentary.] 


"Sufficient Sacrifice--of that His precious Blood."] This word refers to the Sacrifice mentioned before, for 
we still continue and commemorate that Sacrifice which CHRIST once made upon the Cross: and this 
Sacrifice which the Church makes, as a Sacrifice is taken pro mactatione et occisione victimae, is only 
Commemorative and Sacramental; for in that sense CHRIST only offered it really upon the Cross by His 
own death: and so likewise, as it is taken for a visible Sacrifice, CHRIST only offered it; for here it is 
invisible: but as it is taken for a sufficient Sacrifice to take away the sins of the world, so indeed it was 
offered upon the Cross, as having power in itself to abolish all sin whatsoever; but it does not abolish 
any man's sins for all that, unless it be applied. 

And the ways to apply it are divers, by Faith, by good Works, by the unbloody offering up of the same 
Sacrifice, by the receiving of His most precious Body and Blood. 

For if we compare the Eucharist with the Sacrifice once made upon the Cross, with reference to the 
killing or destroying of the Sacrifice, or with reference to the visibility of it, in that sense we call it only a 
Commemorative Sacrifice, as the Fathers do. Chrys. Horn, contr. Jud. part 2. Sentent. lib. 4. dist. 12. But 
if we compare the Eucharist with CHRIST'S Sacrifice made once upon the Cross, as concerning the effect 
of it, we say that that was a sufficient Sacrifice; but withal that it is a true, real, and Efficient Sacrifice, 
and both of them propitiatory for the sins of the whole world. And therefore in the Oblation following, 
we pray that it may prevail so with GOD, as that we and all the whole Church of CHRIST (which consists 
of more than those that are upon the earth) may receive the benefit of it. Neither do we call this 




Sacrifice of the Eucharist an Efficient Sacrifice, as if that upon the Cross wanted efficacy; but because the 
force and virtue of that Sacrifice would not be profitable unto us, unless it were applied and brought 
into effect by this Eucharistical Sacrifice, and other the holy Sacraments, and means appointed by GOD 
for that end: but we call it propitiatory both this and that, because they have both force and virtue in 
them to appease GOD'S wrath against this sinful world.--Read Maid, de Sac. p. 323. Therefore this is no 
new Sacrifice, but the same which was once offered, and which is every day offered to GOD by CHRIST in 
heaven, and continueth here still on earth, by a mystical representation of it in the Eucharist. And the 
Church intends not to have any new propitiation, or new remission of sins obtained, but to make that 
effectual, and in act applied unto us, which was once obtained by the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross. 
Neither is the Sacrifice of the Cross, as it was once offered up there, modo cruento, so much 
remembered in the Eucharist, though it be commemorated, as regard is had to the perpetual and daily 
offering of it by CHRIST now in Heaven in His everlasting Priesthood, and thereupon was, and should be 
still the juge Sacrificium observed here on earth as it is in Heaven, the reason which the ancient Fathers 
had for their daily Sacrifice. S. Chrysost. in 10 Heb... S. Aug. de Civ. Dei, lib. 10. cap. 20.. .--p. 40. 

"0 LORD and heavenly FATHER."] In King Edward's first Service-book, this Prayer was set before the 
delivery of the Sacrament to the people, and followed immediately after the Consecration; and 
certainly, it was the better and more natural order of the two; neither do I know whether it were the 
printer's negligence, or no, thus to displace it: for the Consecration of the Sacrament being ever the first, 
it was always the use in all Liturgies, to have the Oblation follow (which is this), and then the 
Participation which goes before, and after all the Thanksgiving, which is here set before the Gloria in 
Excelsis; in regard whereof, I have always observed my lord avid master Dr. Overall, to use this Oblation 
in its right place, when be had consecrated the Sacrament to make an offering of it (as being the true 
public Sacrifice of the Church) unto GOD, that by the merits of CHRIST'S death, which was now 
commemorated, all the Church of GOD might receive mercy, &c. as in this Prayer; and when that was 
done, he did communicate the people, and so end with the Thanksgiving following hereafter. If men 
would consider the nature of this Sacrament, how it is the Christian's Sacrifice also, they could not 
choose but use it so too; for as it stands here it is out of its place. We ought first to send up CHRIST unto 
GOD, and then He will send Him down unto us. 

"This our Sacrifice of praise," &c.] So the ancient Fathers were wont to call this Sacrifice, Sacrificium 
laudis et gratiarum actionis; not exclusively, as if it were no other Sacrifice but that; for they railed it 
also, Sacrificium commemorationis, and Sacrificium Spiritus, and Sacrificium obsequii, &c.; and which is 
more, Sacrificium verum et propitiatorium: all other ways but this the Eucharist, or any other Sacrifice 
we make, are improperly, and secundum quondam similitudinem, called Sacrifices. The true and proper 
nature of a Sacrifice is, to be an oblation of some real and sensible thing made only to GOD, for the 
acknowledging of man's subjection to GOD, and of His supreme dominion over man, made by a lawful 
minister, and performed by certain mysterious rites and ceremonies, which CHRIST and His Church have 
ordained. . . . Therefore as there never was, nor could be any religion without a GOD; so there never 
was, nor could be any without a Sacrifice, being one of the chiefest acts whereby we profess our religion 
to Him that we serve. 

Therefore because the chief end of every Sacrifice was to acknowledge GOD'S majesty and dominion 
over the world; hence it is, that every act almost which did but show that, was called in Scripture a 
Sacrifice in analogy to the other. As 1. &c. . . Now the Eucharist, though by way of analogy it may be 
called a Sacrifice many of these ways, yet the true and real nature of it in the Offertory, is to 
acknowledge GOD'S Majesty and our misery, and to appease His wrath towards us, to get blessings from 
Him, to make CHRIST'S bloody Sacrifice effectual unto us... 




The people may offer it up all the improper ways, none but the Priest can offer it as a proper Sacrifice. 

So that though it may analogically be called a Sacrifice most of the seven ways, yet formally and truly it 
may be called a Sacrifice also, in the very natural signification of a Sacrifice, for aught I know any harm 
should come out: not in strictness and rigour of speech, for so was there never a Sacrifice, nor never 
shall be any, but CHRIST'S alone.--See the Exposition of the place in Malachi apud Maldon. de Euch. p. 
326. and of Psal. 110. Tu es Sacerdos, &c. both which the ancient Fathers with one consent understand 
of the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, and the Priests of the Gospel. 

"That by the merits and death of Thy Son JESUS CHRIST, and through faith in His blood, we and all Thy 
whole Church," &c.] This is a plain Oblation of CHRIST'S death once offered, and a representative 
Sacrifice of it, for the sins, and for the benefit of the whole world, of the whole Church; that both those 
which are here on earth, and those that rest in the sleep of peace, being departed in the faith of CHRIST, 
may find the effect and virtue of it. And if the authority of the ancient Church may prevail with us, as it 
ought to do, there is nothing more manifest than that it always taught as much: and it is no absurdity to 
say, here is an oblation made for all, when it is not only commemorated to have been once offered, but 
solemn prayers are here also added, and a request made, that it may be effectual to all. S. Chrys. 18 
Matt ... Horn. 72 in Joh. . . . And in this sense it is not only an Eucharistical, but a Propitiatory Sacrifice: 
and to prove it a Sacrifice propitiatory, always so acknowledged by the ancient Church, there can be no 
better argument than that it was offered up, not only for the living but for the dead, and for those that 
were absent, for them that travelled, for Jews, for heretics, &c. who could have no other benefit of it, 
but as it was a propitiatory Sacrifice: and that thus they did offer it, read a whole army of Fathers, apud 
Maid, de Sac. p. 342. Nos autem ita comparati sumus, ut cum tarn multis et magnis authoribus errare 
malimus quam cum Puritanis verum dicere. Not that it makes any propitiation as that of the Cross did, 
but only that it obtains and brings into act that propitiation which was once made by CHRIST; and so we 
may speak of prayer, for that is propitiatory too. Why should we then make any controversy about this? 
.. ,-pp. 49, 50. 

"Upon the Holidays, if there be no Communion, shall be said all that is appointed at the Communion 
until," &c.] By all that follows it appears, that the mind of the Church of England was and is to have a 
Communion and Commemorative Sacrifice of CHRIST'S death, every day that the people will but come 
to it, and make up a sufficient number. 

"And there shall be no Celebration, &c. except there be a great number."] This was made against the 
Solitariae Missae, that the Papists are now-a-days content withal. It was an abuse springing up about 
Charlemain's time (it seems) to have the Priest communicate and say mass, though there were none to 
celebrate with him. Therefore the Council of Nice then made a Canon against it. Nullus Presbyter solus 
Missam cantare valet recte, ut nobis videtur. Quomodo enim dicet, Dominus vobiscum? &c. They say 
yet, ut nobis videtur; fain would they have had the abuse amended, and yet the Communion not 
neglected for all that. They knew not well whether they should forbid it absolutely and simply, if there 
were no company; as indeed better were it to endure the absence of the people, than for the Minister 
to neglect the usual and daily Sacrifice of the Church, by which all people, whether they be there or no, 
reap so much benefit. 

And this was the opinion of my lord and master Dr. Overall,--p. 53. 


FIELD, PRESBYTER.—Of the Church. Appendix to Book iii. 



Amongst all the Sacraments of this Church, that is the principal, saith Durandus, that is celebrated upon 

the table of the most holy Altar.These mysteries, and this holy Sacrament Christ then instituted, when 

He made His new and last testament, disposing to His heirs a kingdom, as His Father had disposed to 
Him, that upon His table they might eat and drink in His kingdom, that which the Church hath 
consecrated, for as they were at supper, JESUS took bread, &c. . . .The Apostles, following this 
institution, began to celebrate these mysteries for the same end that Christ had expressed, keeping the 
same form in words, and using the same matter of bread and wine that He did, as the Apostle 
witnesseth to the Corinthians, when he saith, What I have received of the LORD I have delivered unto 
you, Who the same night, &c. . .and added to the form of words used by CHRIST, the LORD'S Prayer. And 
St. Peter is said, in this sort, to have celebrated first of all in the East parts. Wherefore, in the beginnings 

of the Church, these mysteries were celebrated in another sort than since they have been.And it is 

not to be doubted, but that the ancient forms as different from the latter, were more pure and sincere 
than they that are now used.--pp. 188, 9. 

... For otherwise the very form and words of the Liturgy condemn the abuse of private masses and half 
communion, and make nothing for that propitiatory sacrifice, whereof the Papists fable, which are those 
greatest mysteries of Romish religion, that they insist upon in their Mass. 

"Touching the first of these parts of Romish religion, which is that of their private masses, wherein the 
Priest receiveth alone without any communicants; making the people believe, that that which he doth is 
a propitiatory sacrifice, and that he can apply the benefit of it to whom he will, and that it is enough for 
them to be present, or to give something for the procuring of it; their error is clearly refuted by the form 

of prayers that are used in the Mass.Whatsoever the neglect or abuses were, it is evident by the 

composition of the Canon, that the mystical action, in which the Canon was used, was public, and that 
there were always some present that offered the sacrifice of praise together with the Priest, and 
participated of the sacrament, as the words do plainly show.-pp. 190--192. 

Wherefore, from this point of Romish religion. let us come to the next, which is the propitiatory 

sacrifice for the quick and the dead.First, therefore, I will make it appear, that the Canon of the Mass 

importeth no such sacrifice: and, secondly, I will show at large, that neither before nor after Luther's 
appearing, the Church believed, or knew any such new real sacrificing of CHRIST, as is now imagined. 

Touching the Canon of the Mass, it is true that therein there is often mention of sacrifice and oblation: 
but Luther professeth, that the words may be understood in such a sense, as is not to be disliked... That 
the form of words used in the Canon are obscure in sundry parts of it, and hard to be understood even 

by the learned, Cassander confesseth .The obscurity that is in it groweth, as he rightly observeth, 

partly out of the disuse and discontinuing of certain old observations, to which the words of the Canon, 
composed long since, have a reference, and partly from the using of the word Sacrifice in divers and 
different senses, though all connected: and the sudden passing from the using of it in one sense, to the 
using of it in another. It is not unknown to them that are learned, that in the primitive Church the people 
were wont to offer bread and wine, and that out of that which they offered, a part was consecrated, to 
become unto them the sacrament of the LORD'S body and blood, and other parts converted to other 
good and holy uses. Respectively to this ancient custom are those prayers concerned, that are named 
Secretae; and the first part of the Canon, wherein we desire that GOD will accept those gifts, presents, 
offerings, and sacrifices which we bring unto Him, and that He will make them to become unto us the 
Body and Blood of His Son CHRIST, which only are that Sacrifice that procureth the remission of our sins, 
and our reconciliation and acceptation with GOD. So that to take away this obscurity, and that the 









words may have a true sense, the ancient custom must be brought back again, or at least it must be 
conceived that the elements of bread and wine, that are set upon the mystical table and are to be 
consecrated, are brought thither and offered in the name of the people, and that, as being their 
presents, they are symbols of that inward Sacrifice, whereby they dedicate and give themselves and all 
that they have unto GOD. Touching the second cause of the obscurity of the words of the Canon, which 
is the using of the word Sacrifice, and Offering in so manifold and different senses, and the sudden 
passing from the one of them to the other; we must observe, that by the name of Sacrifice, gift, or 
present, first, the oblation of the people is meant, that consisteth in bread and wine, brought and set 
upon the LORD'S table. In which, again, two things are to be considered, the outward action, and that 
which is signified thereby, to wit, the people dedicating of themselves, and all that they have, to GOD by 
faith and devotion, and offering to Him the Sacrifice of praise. In this sense is the word Sacrifice used, in 
the former part of the Canon, as I have already showed. In respect of this is that prayer poured out to 
GOD, that He will be mindful of His servants, that do offer unto Him this Sacrifice of praise, that is, these 
outward things, in acknowledgment that all is of Him, that they had perished if He had not sent His Son 
to redeem them; that unless they eat the flesh and drink the blood of CHRIST, they have no life; that He 
hath instituted holy sacraments of His Body and Blood, under the forms of bread and wine, in which He 
will not only represent, but exhibit the same unto all such as hunger and thirst after righteousness; and, 
therefore, they desire Him so to accept and sanctify these their oblations, of bread and wine, which in 
this sort they offer unto Him, that they may become unto them the Body and Blood of CHRIST, that so, 
partaking in them, they may be made partakers of CHRIST, and all the benefits of redemption and 
salvation, that He hath wrought. Secondly, by the name of Sacrifice is understood, the Sacrifice of 
CHRIST'S Body; wherein we must first consider the thing offered, and, secondly, the manner of offering. 
The thing that is offered is the Body of CHRIST, which is an eternal and perpetual propitiatory Sacrifice, 
in that it was once offered by death upon the cross, and hath an everlasting, never-failing force and 
efficacy. Touching the manner of offering CHRIST'S Body and Blood, we must consider that there is a 
double offering of a thing to GOD. First, so as men are wont to do that give something to GOD out of 
that they possess, professing that they will no longer be owners of it, but that it shall be His, and serve 
for such uses and employments as He shall convert it to. Secondly, a man may be said to offer a thing 
unto GOD, in that he bringeth it to His presence, setteth it before His eyes, and offereth it to His view, to 
incline Him to do something by the sight of it, and respect had to it. In this sort CHRIST offereth Himself 
and His Body once crucified daily in heaven: who intercedeth for us, not as giving it in the nature of a 
gift, or present, for He gave Himself to GOD once, to be holy unto Him for ever; not in the nature of a 
Sacrifice, for He died once for sin, and rose again, never to die any more; but in that He setteth it before 
the eyes of GOD His FATHER, representing it unto Him, and so offering it to His view, to obtain grace and 
mercy for us. And in this sort we also offer Him daily on the altar, in that, commemorating His death, 
and lively representing His bitter Passion, endured in His body upon the cross, we offer Him that was 
once crucified, and sacrificed for us on the cross, and all His sufferings, to the view and gracious 
consideration of the ALMIGHTY, earnestly desiring, and assuredly hoping, that He will incline to pity us, 
and show mercy unto us, for this His dearest Son's sake, who, in our nature for us, to satisfy His 
displeasure, and to procure us acceptation, endured such and so grievous things. This kind of offering, or 
sacrificing CHRIST commemoratively, is twofold, inward and outward. Outward, as the taking, breaking, 
and distributing this mystical bread, and pouring out the cup of blessing, which is the communion of the 
blood of CHRIST. The inward consisteth in the faith and devotion of the Church and people of GOD, so 
commemorating the Death and Passion of CHRIST, their crucified SAVIOUR, and representing and setting 
it before the eyes of the ALMIGHTY, that they fly unto it as their only stay and refuge, and beseech Him 
to be merciful unto them for His sake that endured all these things, to satisfy His wrath, and work their 
peace and good. And in this sense, and answerable hereunto that is, which we find in the Canon, where 
the Church desireth ALMIGHTY GOD to accept those oblations of bread and wine which she presenteth 



unto Him; and to make them to become unto the faithful communicants the Body and Blood of CHRIST, 
Who the night before He was betrayed took bread, &c. . . .And then proceedeth and speaketh unto 
ALMIGHTY GOD in this sort: Wherefore, 0 LORD, we Thy servants, and Thy holy people, mindful of that 
most blessed Passion of the same CHRIST Thy Son our LORD, as also of His resurrection from the dead 
and His glorious ascension into heaven, do offer to Thy divine Majesty, out of Thine own gifts 
consecrated, and by mystical blessing made unto us the Body and Blood of Thy Son CHRIST, a pure 
Sacrifice, a holy Sacrifice, and an undefiled Sacrifice; the holy bread of eternal life, and the cup of 
everlasting salvation;" that is, we offer to Thy view, and set before Thine eyes, the crucified body of 
CHRIST Thy Son, which is here present in mystery and Sacrament, and the Blood which He once shed for 
our sakes, which we know to be that pure, holy, undefiled, and eternal Sacrifice, wherewith only Thou 
art pleased; desiring Thee to be merciful unto us for the merit and worthiness thereof, and so to look 
upon the same Sacrifice, which representatively we offer to Thy view, as to accept it for a full discharge 
of us from our sins, and a perfect, propitiation; that so Thou mayest behold us with a pleased, cheerful, 
and gracious countenance. This is the meaning of that prayer in the Canon; supra quae propitio et 
sereno vultu respicere digneris, &c. as the best interpreters of the Canon do tell us.... 

There is nothing therefore found in the Canon of the Mass, rightly understood, that maketh anything for 
the new real offering of CHRIST to GOD His Father, as a propitiatory sacrifice to take away sins; neither 
did the Church of GOD at and before Luther's time, know or believe any such thing, though there were 
some in the midst of her, that so conceived of this mystery as the Romanists now do.--pp. 203--206. 

This is the present doctrine of the Roman Church: but this was not the doctrine of the Church at the 
time of Luther's appearing: for the best and principal men then living, taught peremptorily that CHRIST is 
not newly offered any otherwise, than that He is offered to the view of GOD; nor any otherwise 
sacrificed, than in that His Sacrifice on the cross is commemorated and represented. "The things that are 
offered in the Sacrament are two, (saith the author of the Enchiridion of Christian Religion, published in 
the provincial Council of Cologne,) the true Body of CHRIST with all His merits, and His mystical Body, 
with all the gifts which it hath received of GOD. In that, therefore, the Church doth offer the true Body 
and Blood of CHRIST to GOD the FATHER, it is merely a representative Sacrifice, and all that is done is 
but the commemorating and representing of that Sacrifice which was once offered on the cross. But in 
that it dedicateth itself, which is the mystical body of CHRIST unto GOD, it is a true, but a spiritual 
Sacrifice, that is, an Eucharistical Sacrifice of praise, thanksgiving, and of obedience due unto GOD. 
CHRIST, therefore, is offered and sacrificed on the Altar, but sacramentally and mystically; in that in the 
Sacrament there is a commemoration and remembrance of that which was once done. . .." The most 
reverend Canons of the Metropolitan Church of Cologne agree with the author of the Enchiridion. . . .In 
the book proposed by Charles V., written by certain learned and godly men, much commended to him 
by men worthy to be credited, as opening a way for the composing of the controversies in religion, we 
shall find the same explication of this point, touching the Sacrifice that I have already delivered out of 
the former authors. . . .Hosius was of the same opinion with those before recited:. . .Michael, Bishop of 
Werspurge, a man learned, godly, and truly catholic. . .and with him agreeth another learned Bishop 
(Thomas Watson), sometime Bishop of Lincoln, in his Sermons upon the Seven Sacraments. . . .With 
these Gregorius Wicelius, a man much honoured by the Emperors Ferdinand and Maximilian, fully 
agreeth, defining the Mass to be a Sacrifice rememorative, and of praise and thanksgiving: and in 
another place he saith, the Mass is a commemoration of the passion of CHRIST celebrated in the public 
assembly of Christians, where many give thanks for the price of redemption. With these agreeth the 
Interim, published by Charles V. in the assembly of the States of the Empire, at Augusta, March 15th, 
1548, and there accepted by the same States. But some man happily will say, here are many authorities 
alleged, to prove that sundry worthy Divines in the Roman Church, in Luther's time, denied the new real 



offering or sacrificing of CHRIST, and made the Sacrifice of the Altar to be only representative and 
commemorative, but before his time there were none found so to teach. Wherefore I will show the 
consent of the Church to have been clear for us, touching this point, before his time, and against the 
Tridentine doctrine now prevailing. . . . Wherefore that which Bellarmine hath, that Aquinas and the 
other Schoolmen, for the most part, do no otherwise say that the Sacrifice of the Mass is an immolation 
of CHRIST, but in that it is a representation of CHRIST'S immolation on the cross, or because it hath like 
effect with that true and real sacrificing of CHRIST that implied His death, is most true; his evasion is 
found too silly, and it is made clear and evident that the best and worthiest amongst the guides of 
GOD'S Church, before Luther's time, taught as we do, that the Sacrifice of the Altar is only the Sacrifice 
of praise and thanksgiving, and a mere representation and commemoration of the Sacrifice once offered 
on the cross, and, consequently, arc all put under the curse, and anathematized by the Tridentine 
Council.... 

Wherefore, to conclude this point, it appeareth by that which hath been said, that neither the Canon of 
the Mass, rightly understood, includeth in it any such points of Romish religion, as some imagine, but in 
sundry, yea, in all the capital differences, between us and them of the Roman faction, witnesseth for us, 
and against them; and that the Prelates and guides of the Church formerly made no such construction of 
it, as now is made. . . . For the Canon of the Mass, rightly understood, is found to contain nothing in it 
contrary to the rule of faith, and the profession of the Protestant Churches; and the construction that 
they now make of the word sacrifice, so often used in it, appeareth to be a mere perverting of the 
meaning of the Canon to a sinister sense, never intended by the authors of it, nor ever allowed by the 
best men in the Church. This Canon, notwithstanding, is found to have some passages, that, in the 
judgment of men rightly learned, cannot well have any true meaning, unless the old custom of offering 
bread and wine on the LORD'S table, out of which the Sacrament may be consecrated, be restored; so 
that those parts, that custom being discontinued, may well be omitted. Some other parts are obscure, 
and need explication, which being added or inserted, it will differ little or nothing from those forms of 
consecration of those holy mysteries, that now are in use in the Reformed Churches of England, and 
some other places, therefore brought in because in later ages many things were added to the Canon 
anciently in use, which the best and gravest in the Church thought fit to be taken away, and a new form 
of divine service to be composed. So that the Church that formerly was having no different judgment 
touching matters dogmatical, no liking of those abuses in practice, which some had brought in, and 
wishing things to be brought to such a course as Protestants now have brought them, it may well be said 
to have been a Protestant Church, in such sort as I have formerly shewed.--pp. 210--221. 

Yet let us see what it is that this grave censurer reprehendeth for first, as he saith ... we have no altar, 
we admit no sacrifice. . . . For answer whereunto, I say briefly, (for he deserveth no large answer) that 
we have altars in the same sort the Fathers had, though we have thrown down Popish altars: that we 
admit the Eucharist to be rightly named a Sacrifice, though we detest the blasphemous construction the 
Papists make of it.—p. 761. 


BUCKERIDGE, BISHOP.-Discourse concerning Kneeling at the Communion. 

[Subjoined to a Sermon preached before his Majesty at Whitehall, March 22nd, 1617, touching 
prostration and kneeling in the worship of GOD. 1618.] 


The first reason then is this: It is Pars cultus Dei, a part of divine worship; in which sense I understand 



not the worship of GOD in a large sense, for every act that concurreth in the worship of GOD; but in a 
move near and proper sense, as it doth exhibit and offer up somewhat to GOD. . .Now the Sacrament is 
a part of GOD'S worship. . . in which, as God offereth to us His Son in His Death and Passion, and the 
graces of the Holy Spirit, so we offer to Him ourselves. 

In Baptism ... we offer up ourselves and our children to be sons of GOD by grace. . . The like is done in 
the Eucharist ... we there give and offer up our whole selves a holy and living Sacrifice acceptable to 
GOD, which is our reasonable service of Him. . . In which respect the Fathers call this Sacrament 
Latreiam, divine worship.--"While we do show the death of the Only Begotten Son of GOD, that is, JESUS 
CHRIST, and His resurrection from the dead, and His assumption into heaven, we profess to perform the 
unbloody worship of GOD in the Church". . . so saith St. Cyril. And St. Augustine saith:--"We do owe to 
GOD that service, which in Greek is called divine worship, either in certain sacraments or in ourselves." 
Again, "The oblation of Sacrifice pertaineth ad cultum latreiae, to divine worship." And again; "Sacrifice 
is divine worship." And again; "Infants know not that which is set upon the altar, and performed in the 
celebration of piety:" where this Sacrament is called "piety." 

As, in the law, circumcision did consecrate and seal the seed of Abraham to GOD; and the Passover did 
prepare them to the sacrifice of GOD in the wilderness; yea, and this Passover is called Religio, Religion; 
"what is this service?" Exod. xii. 26. and Victima transitus Domini, ver. 27. "the Sacrifice of the LORD'S 
Passover." And Exod. xiii.10. Custodies hujusmodi cultum, "thou shall observe this ordinance, or form of 
worship:" so in the Gospel, Baptism doth regenerate and consecrate us to GOD; and the Eucharist doth 
offer us up in sacrifice to Him. And this Sacrament may better be called an act of religion or piety, and 
the Sacrifice of the LORD'S Passover, since that was typus agni Paschalis, a type of the Paschal lamb, and 
here are offered membra agni Paschalis, the members of the Paschal lamb. 

And this offering up of ourselves to Him, is indeed the true and daily Sacrifice of the Christian Church, 
which being the mystical body of CHRIST, cannot offer CHRIST'S natural Body, which CHRIST offered 
once for all upon the Cross; but offereth His mystical body, that is herself, by CHRIST her High Priest and 
Head, unto GOD, as St. Peter saith (1 Peter ii. 5.), of which I shall speak more in the next reason.--pp. 
38-44. 


The second reason, it is Sacrificium, or congeries Sacrificiorum, a Sacrifice, or rather a collection and 
gathering together, a sum or epitome of all the Sacrifices of Christianity. And Sacrifice was ever to be 
offered with all humility of soul and body, and therefore with kneeling, the true gesture and 
representation of humility. 

I would not be mistaken, as if I spake in favour of any external daily Sacrifice of the Church, such as the 
Jews had in time of the law; for the one Sacrifice of CHRIST, once offered upon the Cross, hath made a 
full and perfect redemption, and needs no new Sacrifice, nor reiteration of the old to perfect it.... 

The Church, according to CHRIST'S commandment, keeps the memory of this offering in this Sacrament: 
"Do this in remembrance of Me:" but she doth not reiterate the action, or take upon her to offer the 
body of CHRIST: ... In which respect I cannot sufficiently marvel at Bellarmine's subtilty, that will have 
this Sacrament to be an external proper Sacrifice, not only as the name Sacrifice doth signify rem 
sacrificatam, the thing sacrificed, that is, CHRIST crucified, which is there truly given and received; but 
also as it doth signify actionem sacrificii, or sacrificandi, the action of sacrifice: so that the action of 
CHRIST'S Sacrifice on the Cross, and of the Priest's in the Host, must be one and the same action. 


And as absurd is his other conceit, that one and the same action should be res et repraesentatio rei, the 
thing and the representation of the thing. . . . Surely in this conceit Bellarmine is a plain sophister, and 




no logician; for he doth instance only in this particular of this Sacrament, that it is the representation of 
CHRIST'S Sacrifice upon the Cross, as CHRIST and all antiquity call it; and the very Sacrifice itself or action 
of the Sacrifice; . . so that, if the Sacrament be the representation of the true, proper, and external 
Sacrifice of the Church, then it cannot be the Sacrifice itself. 

And the truth is, that the Church hath ever offered true sacrifices, and that in this Sacrament; but, as St. 
Peter speaketh, they be hostiae spirituales, "spiritual Sacrifices, acceptable unto GOD, per Jesum 
Christum, by JESUS CHRIST:" so the Church offereth her daily spiritual Sacrifice, not Jesum, but per 
Jesum Christum, not JESUS CHRIST, (He only hath power to offer Himself,) but by JESUS CHRIST her High 
Priest, by whom they are presented unto, and accepted of GOD. But although his Sacrifice be not an 
external proper Sacrifice, as our adversaries would make it, yet it hath in it spiritual Sacrifices of divers 
sorts, all which require all humility of soul and body in the offerers. For to say nothing of the elements, 
that were in all times and ages brought by the people in sportulis, in little baskets, and so in a sort 
offered up to be consecrated for the uses of the congregation, which is now done by public charge; 
there are besides divers other spiritual Sacrifices in the whole action of the ministration of this 
Sacrament. 

First then, as the sacrifices of the law had a double respect; first, as they were offered up to GOD; 
secondly, as they were communicated and eaten by those men that offered them: so this Sacrament of 
the LORD'S Supper, which contains a commemoration of CHRIST'S one and only all-sufficient Sacrifice, 
consummated upon the Cross, and never more to be reiterated by any man, hath the same double 
respect in it; and therefore as it is represented to GOD by our consecration, so it may well be called 
Sacrificium repraesentativum, or commemorativum, a representative, or commemorative Sacrifice. And 
that is warranted in the words of our SAVIOUR. "Do this, in Mei commemorationem, in remembrance of 
Me, or of My death;" and so expounded by the Apostle, "so often as ye eat this bread, and drink this 
cup, annunciatis mortem Domini, ye show forth, or represent and commemorate the LORD'S death till 
He come." And as it is received by us, it may be called Sacrificium communicativum, a communicative 
Sacrifice, or the communication or application of that Sacrifice that was offered for us on the Cross, and 
that is most plain in the Apostle; "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the 
Blood of CHRIST? The bread which we break, is it not the communion of the Body of CHRIST?" So that 
though there be not idem Sacrificium, the same Sacrifice, as it denoteth the action of sacrificing or 
offering, which is here done only by way of representation, yet it is idem sacrificatum, the same thing 
sacrificed; CHRIST crucified, that is, represented to GOD, and communicated to us. 

And surely every one that doth desire to be heard, and therefore concludes his prayers with these 
words, per Jesum Christum, Dominum nostrum, "through JESUS CHRIST our LORD," doth represent and 
offer CHRIST crucified to GOD, and entreats remission and grace, through His Death and Passion. And 
CHRIST our High Priest that sitteth at the right hand of GOD, doth at that instant execute His office, and 
make intercession for us, by representing His wounds and scars to His FATHER. In Baptism, in like 
manner, when we do consecrate and dedicate ourselves to GOD'S service, we do as it were offer up 
CHRIST crucified by way of representation, as if we did explicate and unfold the Passion of CHRIST at 
that time, desiring to be accepted for His sake. And that made St. Augustine to say,--"at that time every 
one offereth the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Passion for his sins, when he is dedicated in the faith of that 
Passion:" and the manner he explicated) with quodam modo offert; "he offers in a sort," not properly 
but by way of representation and application. ... But this Sacrament of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, 
as a more ample and perfect image, doth more fully represent CHRIST'S Death, and by way of memorial 
offer it to GOD, as being instituted and commanded for a representation and commemoration thereof. 
And this is generally received of antiquity, and so allowed by the Romish sacrificers, though they 
proceed further without ground or reason. 



For why? St. Augustine said well. Ipse cui offert, qui offert, quique offertur: these be proper to CHRIST, 
to be the Godhead to whom He offereth, to be the Priest that offereth, and the Sacrifice that is offered 
up to GOD. ... As for Christians "they celebrate the memory of this Sacrifice, performed on the Cross, by 
the sacred oblation and participation of the Body and Blood of CHRIST? So CHRIST'S Sacrifice is the truth, 
and ours the representation of that truth." And in his twenty-third Epistle--"He was once offered in 
Himself, and yet in the Sacrament He is not only offered yearly at the solemnity of the Passover, but also 
every day.".... 

These and many other sentences of the Fathers made the Master of the Sentences to rest in this; that 
this Sacrament is a representation, or memory of that Sacrifice performed on the altar of the Cross; and 
further went not the divinity of his time. And Thomas, that lived long after him, knew no other doctrine. 
And he giveth only two reasons why it is called Immolatio Christi, the sacrificing or immolation of 
CHRIST. First, because it is Imago quondam passionis Christi. It is a certain image or representation of 
CHRIST'S passion . . . The second reason is. Quia participes efficimur fructus Dominicae passionis; 
because by this Sacrament we are made partakers of the fruit and benefit of CHRIST'S Passion, therefore 
it is called the Sacrifice of CHRIST; so Thomas goeth no further than representation and participation. I 
descend no further: for by this it is plain who are veteratores and novatores, the corrupters of antiquity, 
that removed the ancient bounds, and the authors of novelty, that not only speak old divinity nove in 
new words and forms, but also bring in nova, new and strange doctrines, and articles never heard of. 
That this Sacrament is the only proper external daily Sacrifice of the Church, without which the other 
two relatives cannot stand; viz. that there is no religion without priesthood, nor priesthood without 
Sacrifice; here it is manifest where the house began to run to decay, and where the enemy sowed tares: 
for, as Thomas saith, the Altar is the representation of CHRIST'S Cross, and the Priest bears the image of 
CHRIST our High Priest; and so his Sacrifice is but a representation of CHRIST'S Sacrifice, exemplum illius, 
as before_--pp. 47-57. 


This was the received doctrine of the Fathers, and ancient School ... So then, it is manifest that this 
Sacrament is no proper external Sacrifice, but only commemorative, and communicative of the 
all-sufficient Sacrifice of CHRIST ... 

This Sacrament is called a Sacrifice, because in it we offer and present unto GOD "ourselves, our souls 
and bodies, to be a living Sacrifice unto GOD, which is our reasonable service and worship of Him," as 
the Apostle calleth it ... And this, indeed, is the daily Sacrifice of the Church; fur CHRIST, the Head, 
offered Himself as the only propitiatory Sacrifice for sin; ..." Of which (His Sacrifice) He would have the 
daily Sacrifice of the Church to be a Sacrament," &c. (August, lib. x. De Civ. Dei, cap. 20.).. Again (cap. 
19.)... But the clearest and fullest place is in the sixth chapter:. . "This is the Sacrifice of Christians; many 
are one body in CHRIST; which Sacrifice the Church doth frequent in the Sacrament of the Altar, known 
to the faithful, when it is demonstrated to her (the Church) that in that oblation which she offereth, 
herself (that is, the Church) is offered . . . And this place of St. Augustine may serve as an interpretation 
of the Fathers' authorities, that speak of the offering of the body of CHRIST, which are to be understood 
of the offering of His natural Body, by way of representation or commemoration, or else of His mystical 
body (the Church) which offereth herself as a daily Sacrifice to GOD.-pp. 57-63. 

I have been too long in setting down these places of St. Augustine, who is the most doctrinal among the 
ancient Fathers; and, therefore, I content myself with him, and some few more; only I add Eusebius, 
who joineth both these; that is, the commemorative Sacrifice, and the Sacrifice of ourselves together, 
with other Sacrifices, concurring in that action:-"We sacrifice after a new manner, according to the New 
Testament; a pure Sacrifice; .. . And now, also, we burn that prophetical sweet odour in every place, . . 
alias celebrantes memoriam, sometimes celebrating the memory of that great Sacrifice, according to 



those things which are delivered by Him . . and sometimes consecrating our whole selves to Him ... to 
His High Priest, even to the Word Himself." Here is both the commemorative Sacrifice, and the Sacrifice 
or offering of ourselves, our souls and bodies, besides the Sacrifice of prayer and praise, and contrition, 
which I am now to speak of, all joined in this one sentence of Eusebius.--pp. 65--7. 

To proceed then with this collection of Sacrifices in this one Sacrifice, the third is Sacrificium non pecoris 
trucidati, and as St. Augustine calleth it, The Sacrifice not of slain beasts, but of broken and contrite 
hearts, by repentance and sorrow for sin... .--p. 67. 

I proceed to the fourth, for I shall have occasion to speak of this again . . . and that is Sacrificium 
orationis et laudis, the Sacrifice of prayer and praise.... 

As for prayer ... I ever thought that our SAVIOUR, before He offered His all-sufficient Sacrifice on the 
Cross, did offer up supplications with strong cries and tears, and He was heard for His reverence. And His 
action being our institution, we should follow His steps, and offer our prayers and supplications with 
strong cries and tears before we did presume to present CHRIST sacrificed to His FATHER, or receive Him 
ourselves, or offer up the sacrifice of our souls and bodies, and the whole Church, which is the daily 
Sacrifice of the Church. I ever took it, that the Apostles knew best how this sacrament was to be 
received;.. . And in the 13th of the Acts, the Church at Antioch, before they sent out Paul and Barnabas, 
they ministered, fasted, and prayed: here is fasting and prayer, and it is likely it was not without the 
LORD'S Supper; for that which we read ministering, is translated by Erasmus to be sacrificing, 
Sacrificantibus illis, and sacrificing did surely imply the representation of CHRIST'S Sacrifice; and the 
word is leitourgountwn, "offering of divine worship:" and so there was then a Liturgy, and all Liturgies 
had this Sacrament in them: so prayer went through with this Sacrament. .--p. 72. 

I come to the fifth Sacrifice that I find in the LORD'S Supper, and that is Sacrificium Eleemosynarum, the 
Sacrifice of Alms.. .--p. 78. 

This is then plain, that, in the ministration and receiving of the Sacrament, there are these five kinds of 
Sacrifices: 1. The Sacrifice commemorative to Godward, and communicative to us. 2, The Sacrifice of 
ourselves, our souls and bodies, in which the Church offers the mystical body of CHRIST, that is, itself, 
the Church, to GOD, by her High Priest, CHRIST, &c.--And in the offering of all these solemn Sacrifices, 
humility, both of soul and body, is necessarily required; and, therefore, this Sacrament ought to be 
received with kneeling.--p. 84. 

I come now to the reasons for sitting, for the authorities are for standing.-p. 214. 

The third reason is prearogativa mensae et convivarum: the prerogatives and liberties of a table and a 
guest.... 

But this man might have remembered, that the Eucharist is as well called Sacrificium, and Cultus Dei, as 
Coena: and then kneeling and prostration, and adoration, are more fitting gestures for sacrificers and 
worshippers, than sitting is for guests at the table of the LORD of all power and majesty. 

And, therefore, as in St. Paul there is mensa Domini, "the table of the Lord;" so there is habemus altare, 
"we have an altar," &c.; and the word altar, in the Fathers, is more common than the word table; so 
that, as the name of table may plead for sitting, so the name of altar enforceth worship, and Sacrifice, 
and that implied adoration and kneeling.--pp. 221 - 9 . 


The fourth reason is, it is contra jus naturae, contrary to the law of nature, kneeling at a feast or 



banquet: therefore it is unlawful to kneel at the feast or Supper of the LORD. 


Here I would be glad to know where this law of nature is written, or to be found. If by the law of nature 
be understood the moral law, I find bowing down, or kneeling, commanded there in the worship of 
GOD. . . . And this Sacrament is a principal part of GOD'S worship. ... If he mean the law of nature, that 
is, the nature of the thing or action .... then kneeling is most agreeable to the nature of the action, or 
thing done, that is the Eucharist: for it is altogether an action of subjection, and humility, and therefore 
kneeling is most suitable to it. It is Cultus Dei, the worship of GOD, and a most eminent and principal 
part of it. It is a Sacrifice commemorative: it is a Sacrifice of ourselves, our souls and bodies: it is a 
Sacrifice of contrition offered by penitentiaries: a Sacrifice of prayer, offered by suppliants; and kneeling 
is most fit for Sacrifices: it is the Eucharist or Sacrifice of praise: and in the Revelation, where it is often 
said, that the elders did fall down and worship, there is seldom or never any prayer made for want, but 
honour, and glory, and praise for that which was received. So kneeling is most suitable to 
thanksgiving.--pp. 232, 3. 


ID.-Funeral Sermon for Bishop Andrews. 


In the tenth verse (Heb. xiii.) the Apostle saith, "We have an altar," &c... Habemus altare. We have; that 
is, Christians . . . And yet it is commune altare, a common altar to all Christians. And so it is externum 
altare, not only a spiritual altar in the heart of every Christian; then St. Paul should have said habeo, or 
habet unusquisque: I have, and every Christian hath in private to himself: but "We have an altar," that is, 
all Christians have; and it must be external, else all Christians cannot have it. 

Our Head CHRIST offered His Sacrifice of Himself upon the Cross; and the Cross of CHRIST was the "altar" 
of our Head, where He offered the unicum, verum, et proprium Sacrificium, the only, true, proper 
Sacrifice, propitiatory for the sins of mankind; in which all other Sacrifices are accepted, and applicatory 
of this propitiation.... 

Now as CHRIST'S cross was His altar, where He offered Himself for us, so the Church hath an altar also, 
where it offereth itself: not Christum in capite, but Christum in membris; not CHRIST the Head properly 
(but only by commemoration), but CHRIST the members. For, CHRIST cannot be offered truly, and 
properly, no more but once upon the cross.... 

Therefore St. Paul proceeds in the 15th verse: "By Him, therefore, let us offer the Sacrifice of praise to 
GOD continually; that is, the fruit of our lips giving thanks to His name." "Let us offer up to GOD:" 
Christians then have an offering: and "let us offer up to GOD continually;" this is the ground of the daily 
Sacrifice of Christians, that answereth to the daily Sacrifice of the Jews. And this Sacrifice of praise and 
thanks may well be understood the Eucharist, in which we chiefly praise and thank GOD for this His chief 
and great blessing of our redemption. 

And this, and all other Sacrifices of the Church, external and spiritual, must be offered up and accepted 
per Ipsum, in, by, and through CHRIST. St. Paul saith not, Ipsum offeramus, let us offer Him (that is), 
CHRIST; but let us offer and sacrifice per Ipsum, by Him, in whom only we and our Sacrifices are 
accepted.... 

So, likewise, the Church, which is CHRIST'S mystical body, offers not CHRIST'S natural body , it hath no 



power to offer the natural body . . . And there is no such thing in Scripture, nor I presume can easily be 
shewed out of any of the probable and undoubted Fathers, but the Church offers corpus mysticum, 
CHRIST'S mystical body (that is, itself) to GOD in her daily Sacrifice.-pp. 1-3. 


MORTON, BISHOP.-Catholic Appeal, ii. 7. 


May not all these sufficiently justify the objected exception? yes verily, especially seeing it is ... only a 
large extension of the text, to signify a Sacrifice in the Eucharist, although in a sense orthodoxal, and (if 
they shall permit us so to speak,) plainly protestantial, signifying, (according unto St. Augustine's 
exposition,) "the commemorative representation of the sacrifice of CHRIST'S body crucified upon the 
Cross."... -p. 166. 

After the contention about the word Sacrifice, which, in respect of the superstitious apprehension of 
corruptive times, hath been judged dangerous and incommodious, we descend to the question of 
doctrine, concerning the true nature of a Sacrifice; which is by the Romanists, in their Council of Trent, 
propounded as a doctrine of faith, and is by them defined to be "the same Sacrifice, truly propitiatory, 
now offered by the ministry of the Priest, which was offered by CHRIST Himself on the cross:" "so fully 
the same (saith their Cardinal,) that as the substance of CHRIST, which is really in the Host, differeth not 
from the substance of His Body in heaven, so the immolation and sacrificing of Him in the forms of 
bread, and His sacrificing upon the cross, is the very same." But "Protestants, (saith the same, our 
greatest adversary) although they allow this to be a Sacrifice of thanksgiving, and of divine worship to 
GOD, yet do they not esteem it to have the proper nature of a Sacrifice, but to be so called after a large 
and improper manner of speech:" in the which large acceptation Protestants may account it 
"propitiatory" also. So that the controversy is only concerning the proper and improper signification of 
terms, and compriseth two questions: first, whether the Eucharist be a true essential Sacrifice; secondly, 
whether it be properly propitiatory, and available in itself for remission of sins, or no. Both which, we 
wish, may be decided by the verdict of ancient Fathers, by the tenor of CHRIST'S institution, and by the 
principles of the Romish Church, and in every of these by the confessions of our learned 
adversaries.-pp. 168, 9. As for the Protestants, they, in their divine and public service, do profess 
CHRIST the Son of GOD, to be the only true Priest of the New Testament; who, being GOD and man, was 
only able to work in Himself propitiation with GOD for man; and His Sacrifice once offered upon the 
cross, to be the all and only sufficient Sacrifice for the remission of sins; which, by an Eucharistical and 
thankful commemoration, (according unto the acknowledged tenor of ancient Liturgies, "for all the 
faithful, whether Martyrs, Patriarchs, Prophets, or Apostles," and all Saints) they present unto GOD, as 
an effectual propitiation both for the quick and the dead; by the which prayers they apply the same 
propitiatory Sacrifice unto the good of all that are capable:-but what? not the Body as it is glorified, but 
as then freshly bleeding on the cross; which doth, not by a casual or deceivable intention of the Priest, 
but according unto the faith of the believer, nor by a finite virtue of that sacrifice, but by an infinite, 
work a full remission, not only of venial, but also of mortal sins, according unto the tenor of holy writ ["If 
any"], excluding no penitent and sinner, and ["from all"] excepting no sin; and by the same virtue doth 
redeem us no', so much from temporal punishment, as from eternak-building this their doctrine not 
upon uncertain conjectures, but as it becometh the heirs of truth, upon the written will of our testator 
JESUS: and finally defend the same not with the inconstancy of innumerable contradictions, but with the 
strength of an universal consent. All which do perfect this our appeal, and we conclude in the sentence 
of St. Augustine, "A Sacrifice (saith he, using the word in a large sense), when it is offered unto God, 



according to His inspiration and doctrine, it is true religion; but if it want that direction, it is a pestilent 
and contagious superstition."-pp. 188, 9. 


ANDREWS, BISHOP AND DOCTOR--Sermon of the worshipping of Imaginations. 


Imaginations touching the "breaking of bread:" . . . Concerning which, as the Church of Rome hath her 
imaginations: first, in that she many times celebrateth this mystery sine fractione, without any 
"breaking" at all. Whereas (as heretofore hath been shewed out of 1 Cor. x. 18.), it is of the nature of an 
Eucharist or Peace-offering: which was never offered but it was eaten, that both these might be a 
representation of the memory of that Sacrifice, and together an application to each person by partaking 

it. And secondly, in that she hath indeed no "breaking of bread" at all. As these are their 

imaginations, so we want not ours. For many among us fancy only a Sacrament in this action, and look 
strange at the mention of a Sacrifice: whereas, we not only use it as a nourishment spiritual (as that it is 
too), but a mean also to renew a covenant with GOD, by virtue of that Sacrifice, as the Psalmist 
speaketh, (Psalm 1. 5.) So our Saviour CHRIST in the institution telleth us, (Luke xxii. 10.) And the 
Apostle, (Heb. xiii. 10.) And the old writers use no less the word "Sacrifice," than "Sacrament;" "altar," 
than "table;" "offer," than "eat;" but both indifferently, to shew there is both.-Sermons, Appendix, p. 
35. 


ID.--Responsio ad Apologiam Card. Bellarmini, cap. viii. 


And this it is whereat they of our side do "marvel," not that whereat the Cardinal there feigneth that 
they marvel. For they "believe that the Eucharist was instituted by our LORD" for the commemoration of 
Him; even of His Sacrifice; or, if we may so speak, (si ita loqui liceat) for a commemorative Sacrifice: and 
not only for a "Sacrament," or "spiritual food." This, however, though they admit, yet they deny that 
these two uses, (thus instituted by the LORD at the same time and conjointly,) can be rent asunder by 
man, or be broken off the one from the other, either by reason of the negligence of the people, or the 
avarice of the priests. (They hold) that the Sacrifice which is there, is eucharistic: of which Sacrifice it is 
the law that he who offereth it partake of it: and partake of it by taking and eating (as our SAVIOUR 
commanded.) For "to partake impetrando" is a modern and novel kind of partaking: even much more 
than the private mass itself. 

And from what I have now said (concerning the commemoration there made of the Sacrifice, or the 
commemorative Sacrifice), it may be seen that that is all to no purpose which the Cardinal (without any 
occasion, however,) putteth in touching the "antiquity" of this word. For the King said nothing touching 
that word .... But do ye take away from the Mass your Transubstantiation, and there will not be long any 
controversy with us concerning the Sacrifice. That a memory is there made of the Sacrifice, we grant 
willingly. That your CHRIST made of bread is sacrificed there, we will never grant. The word "Sacrifice" 
the King knoweth is used by the Fathers, nor doth he "put it amongst novelties:" but that of your 
"Sacrifice in the Mass" he both "dareth" and doth so "put."--pp. 183, 4. 




ID.-Sermons Of the Resurrection. No. 7. 


Thus CHRIST is a passover. . . But, above all. His death, His offering was it... there, our sins passed from 
us to Him. Then and there passed the destroyer over us ... Of which passing our sins to Him, and GOD'S 
wrath over us, this day, and the action of this day, is a memorial.... "Therefore let us keep a feast." 

Eortazwmen, the word is one, but two ways it is turned. Some read Celebremus, some other Epulemur. 
But well: for first, it is kindly, when we keep a feast, we make a feast. But this, this feast is not 
celebrated sine hoc epulo. If CHRIST be a propitiatory sacrifice, a Peace-offering, I see not how we can 
avoid but the flesh of our peace-offering must be eaten in this feast by us, or else we evacuate the 
offering utterly, and lose the fruit of it: and was there a Passover heard of and the lamb not eaten? . . . 
No Celebremus without Epulemur in it. 

Celebremus and epulemur. There be, that refer celebremus to the day: epulemur to the action: and so it 
may, well: both day and action have interest in this text.... 

But the Fathers usually refer both to the action. Their reason: because (in truth) the Eucharist now, in 
the Gospel, is that the Passover was under the Law: the antitype answering to their type of the Paschal 
Lamb. It is plain, by the immediate passage of it from the one to the other: that no sooner done, than 
this began. Look how soon the Paschal Lamb eaten, presently the holy Eucharist instituted, to succeed in 
the place of it for ever. And yet more plain, that this very Scripture of my text was thought so pertinent, 
and so proper to this action, as it was always said or sung at it. And I know no cause, but it might be so 
still. Two things CHRIST there gave us in charge anamnhsiV (chap, xi. 25.) "remembering," and IhyiV 
(chap. xi. 29.) "receiving:" the same two, St. Paul (but, in other terms) kataggelia "shewing forth;" 
koinwnia "communicating." Of which, "remembering" and "showing forth" refer to celebremus; 
"receiving" and "communicating," to epulemur here. The first in remembrance of Him, CHRIST: what of 
Him? mortem Domini, His death, (saith St. Paul:) to "show forth the LORD'S death." Remember Him, that 
we will, and stay at home; think of Him there: nay, shew Him forth ye must. That we will, by a Sermon of 
Him: nay, it must be Hoc facite. It is not mental thinking, or verbal speaking: there must be actually 
somewhat done to celebrate this memory. That done to the holy symbols, that was done to Him, to His 
body, and His blood, in the Passover: break the one, pour out the other; to represent klwmenon, how 
His sacred Body was broken; and ekcunomenon, how His precious Blood was shed. And in corpus 
fractum, and sanguis fusus there is immolatus. This is it, in the Eucharist, that answereth to the Sacrifice 
in the Passover: the memorial, to the figure. To them it was, hoc facite in Mei praefigurationem, Do this 
in prefiguration of Me: to us it is, Do this, in commemoration of Me. To them, praenuntiare: to us, 
annuntiare: there is the difference. By the same rules that theirs was, by the same may ours be termed a 
Sacrifice. In rigour of speech, neither of them: for (to speak after the exact manner of Divinity) there is 
but one only Sacrifice, veri nominis, properly so called: that is, Christ's death. And that Sacrifice but once 
actually performed, at His death: but ever before represented, in figure, from the beginning; and ever 
since repeated, in memory, to the world's end. That only absolute; all else relative to it, representative 
of it, operative by it. The Lamb, but once actually slain, in the fulness of time: but virtually, was from the 
beginning, is, and shall be, to the end of the world. That, the centre, in which their lines and ours, their 
types and our antitypes do meet. While yet this offering was not, the hope of it was kept alive, by the 
prefiguration of it, in theirs. And after it is past, the memory of it still kept fresh in mind, by the 
commemoration of it, in ours. So it was the will of GOD; that so, there might be with them a continual 
foreshowing, and with us a continual showing forth the LORD'S death till He come again. Hence it is, that 
what names theirs carried, ours do the like, and the Fathers make no scruple at it; no more need we. 



The Apostle (in the tenth chapter) compareth this of ours to the immolata of the Heathen: and (to the 
Hebrews) Habemus aram, matcheth it with the sacrifice of the Jews. And we know the rule of 
comparisons: they must be ejusdem generis. 

Neither do we stay here, but proceed to the other [Epulemur], For, there is another thing yet to be 
done, which doth present to us that which celebremus doth represent. From the Sacrament, is the 
applying the Sacrifice. The Sacrifice, in general, pro omnibus. The Sacrament, in particular, to each 
several receiver, pro singulis. Wherein, that is offered to us, that was offered for us; that which is 
common to all, made proper to each one, while each taketh his part of it; and made proper by a 
communion, and union, like that of meat and drink, which is most nearly and inwardly made ours, and is 
inseparable for ever.... 

Will ye mark one thing more: that epulemur doth here refer to immolatus. To CHRIST, not every way 
considered, but as when He was offered. CHRIST'S body that now is; true: but not CHRIST'S body as now 
it is, but as then it was, which was offered, rent, and slain, and sacrificed for us. Not as now He is 
glorified; for so. He is not, so He cannot be immolatus; for He is immortal, and impassible. But as then 
He was, when He suffered death (that is) passible and mortal. Then, in His passible estate, did He 
institute this of ours, to be a memorial of His passibile, and passio, both. And we are, in this action, not 
only carried up to CHRIST (sursum corda) but, we are also carried back to CHRIST; as He was at the very 
instant, and in the very act of His offering. So, and no otherwise, doth this text teach. So, and no 
otherwise, do we represent Him.-pp. 451--454. 

Now then, this is our conclusion: come we must, and Itaque celebremus. . . . The Apostle binds us to do 
it: the time to do it, now. For, if this follow, CHRIST is offered, therefore we are to come to His feast: this 

will follow as strongly, CHRIST is now offered, therefore let us now come.And indeed, if at any time 

we will do it, Quando Pascha, nisi in Pascha, what time is the Passover so proper as at the Feast of the 
Passover? .... When the day cometh, to remember what was done on the day; and so, what we to do, 
on that day. Pascha quod celebramus, to put us in mind of Pascha quod epulamur. For, tell me, will the 
Sacrifice commemorative, or the Sacrament communicative, ever fall more fit than when that was 
offered, which we are to commemorate, and to communicate withal.--p. 457. 

ID.--Answer to Cardinal Perron. 

The Eucharist a Sacrifice. 

1. The Eucharist ever was, and by us is considered, both as a Sacrament and as a Sacrifice. 2. A Sacrifice 
is proper and appliable only to divine worship. 3. The Sacrifice of CHRIST'S death did succeed to the 
Sacrifices of the Old Testament. 4. The Sacrifice of CHRIST'S death is available for present, absent, living, 
dead (yea, for them that are yet unborn). 5. When we say the dead, we mean it is available for the 
Apostles, Martyrs, and Confessors, and all (because we are all members of one body): these no man will 
deny. 

In a word, we hold with St. Augustine, in the very same chapter which, the Cardinal citeth, Quod hujus 
Sacrificii caro et sanguis, ante adventum CHRISTI, per victimas similitudinum promittebatur; in passione 
CHRISTI per ipsam veritatem reddebatur; post adventum CHRISTI, per Sacramentum memoriae 
celebratur. 

Altars. 


If we agree about the matter of Sacrifice, there will be no difference about the Altar. The holy Eucharist 





being considered as a Sacrifice (in the representation of the breaking the bread, and pouring forth the 
cup), the same is fitly called an Altar: which again is as fitly called a Table, the Eucharist being considered 
as a Sacrament, which is nothing else but a distribution and an application of the Sacrifice to the several 
receivers. The same St. Augustine that, in the place alleged, doth term it an altar, saith in another place, 
CHRISTUS quotidie pascit. Mensa Ipsius est ilia in media constituta. Quid causa est, 0 audientes, ut 
mensam videatis, et ad epulas non accedatis? The same Nyssen, in the place cited, with one breath 
calleth it qusiasthrion, that is, an Altar; and iera trapeza, that is, the holy Table. 

Which is agreeable also to the Scriptures. For the Altar, in the Old Testament, is, by Malachi, called 
Mensa Domini (Mai. i. 7.) And of the Table, in the New Testament, by the Apostle it is said, Habemus 
Altare (Heb. xiii.). Which, of what matter it be, whether of stone, as Nyssen; or of wood, as Optatus, it 
skills not. So that the matter of altars makes no difference in the face of our Church.--pp. 6, 7. 


ID.—MS. Notes upon the Common Prayer. 

[Additional Notes, in Nicholls's Commentary on the Common Prayer, p. 40.] 


"After the Creed."] Lecta confessione Nicena, the Priest adores, then he removes the bason from the 
back of the Altar to the forepart. The Bishop ascends with treble adoration, and, lastly, kneels down at 
the Altar. 

Into his hands the Priest, from a by-standing table on the south side, reaches first the wafer-bread, in a 
canister close covered and lined with linen. 2dly. The wine in a barrel on a cradle with four feet. These 
the Bislidp offers in the name of the whole congregation upon the Altar. 

ID.-Preces Privatae 

Qui sursum cum Patre sedes, 

Et invisibilis hie praesens nobiscum es, 

Veni ut sanctifices dona proposita, 

Pro quibus, et a quibus, et quibus de causis offeruntur. 


[From the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom. "Thou that sittest on high with the Father, and art here invisibly 
present with us, come Thou to sanctify the gifts lying before Thee, for whom, and by whom, and for 
what reason soever they are offered up."-Compare Hickes's Two Treatises, Prefatory Discourse, p. xl. 
(ed. 1711.) Second Collection of Controversial Letters, p. xxxix.] 


MASON, PRESBYTER.-Vindication of the Church of England, book v. 


ORTHODOX.-So often as we celebrate the Eucharist, so often do we offer CHRIST in a mystery, and 
sacrifice Him, by way of commemoration or representation.-p. 470. 


Our question is concerning the English Ministry, which you attack professedly, because it is not 



exercised in sacrificing. And this you contend for as necessary, by an argument drawn from the type of 
Melchizedeck; whom you endeavour to prove out of the Fathers, to have sacrificed bread and wine, and 
that too in figure of CHRIST'S celebrating the Eucharist; that from thence you might prove that CHRIST 
sacrificed at His last supper, and consequently enjoined the Ministers of the Gospel to do the same, 
because CHRIST commanded the Apostles and their successors to do the same as He did. Here I answer, 
that, though (some of) the Fathers might think that Melchizedeck did sacrifice, yet nevertheless they 
were not of your side. For the Sacrifice which ye contend for, is transubstantiated; which none of the 
Fathers knew any thing of. Wherefore, when the Fathers understood the Eucharist, according to 
CHRIST'S institution (that is, sacra-mentally, not transubstantially, and of a remembrance, 
representation, or commemoration, not of a Sacrifice properly so called, as will appear in its proper 
place) certainly they do by no means fortify your Sacrifice, but rather overthrow it.—p. 492. 

For, first, though the LORD'S Supper be called a Sacrifice, by St. Cyprian, as well as the rest of the 
Fathers, yet it is not so called properly, but only because it is a memorial and representation of that one 
Sacrifice which was made upon the altar of the Cross.--p. 493. 

The representative was made in the Eucharist, the real upon the Cross. In the first celebration, the 
representative was before the real: in all the rest, the real is before the representative. Neither can you 
conclude, that there is a real Sacrifice properly in the Eucharist, because there was a representative 
one.--p. 531. 


PHILODOX. The true meaning of the Scriptures was well known to the ancient Fathers; who all, with one 
voice, acknowledged both Priest, Altar, Oblation, and Sacrifice. 

ORTHODOX. They do so indeed; but not such as you mean. For the Sacrifice which they defend in the 
Eucharist, is not properly propitiatory, nor properly a Sacrifice, but only a commemoration, and 
representation of the sovereign Sacrifice of the Cross. . . And whatsoever is a commemoration or 
representation of the Sacrifice of the Cross, is different from it (for nothing is a commemoration or 
representation of itself).—pp. 538, 9. 


WHITE, BISHOP.-Reply to Fisher. 


And the Fathers term the holy Eucharist, an unbloody Sacrifice, not because CHRIST is properly, and in 
His substance offered therein, but because His bloody Sacrifice upon the Cross is, by this unbloody 
commemoration represented, called to remembrance, and applied.-Read the Sentences of Fathers 
placed in the margin. [St. Cyprian, cp. OS. Augustine, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact. (cf. sup. cit. 
pp. 61-64. 66, 7.)] Read also Peter Lombard and the Enchiridion of Cologne.-pp. 463, 4. 


LAUD, ARCHBISHOP AND MARTYR.-Conference with Fisher. § 35. Punct. 3. 


And since here's mention happened of Sacrifice, my third instance shall be in the Sacrifice which is 
offered up to GOD, in that great and high mystery of our redemption by the death of CHRIST. For as 
CHRIST offered up Himself once for all, a full and all sufficient Sacrifice for the sin of the whole world. 



["CHRIST by His own blood entered once into the holy place, and obtained eternal redemption for us." 
Heb. ix. 12. And this was done by way of Sacrifice. "By the offering of the body of JESUS CHRIST once 
made." Heb. x. 10. "CHRIST gave Himself for us, to be an offering, and a Sacrifice of a sweet smelling 
savour unto GOD." Eph. v. 2. Out of which place the School infers, Passionem Christi verum Sacrificium 
fuisse. Thom. p. 3, qu. 48, art. 3. c. "CHRIST did suffer death upon the cross for our redemption, and 
made there by His one oblation of Himself once offered, a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, 
and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world." Eccles. Angl.? in Canone Consecrationis Eucharist.] So 
did He institute and command a memory of this Sacrifice in a Sacrament, even till His coming again. [And 
CHRIST "did institute, and in His holy Gospel command us to continue a perpetual memory of that His 
precious death, until His coming again." Eccles. Angl.? ibid.] For at, and in the Eucharist, we offer up to 
GOD three Sacrifices. One by the Priest only; that's the commemorative Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Death 
represented in bread broken, and wine poured out. ["Sacramentum hoc est Commemorativum 
Dominicae Passionis, quae fuit verum Sacrificium; et sic nominatur Sacrificium." Thom. p. 3, qu. 73, art. 
4. c. "CHRIST being offered up once for all in His own proper person, is yet said to be offered up, &c., in 
the celebration of the Sacrament; because His oblation, once for ever made, is thereby represented." 
Lambert in Fox's Martyrology, Vol. ii. Edit. Lond. 1597, p. 1053, et postea. "'Tis a memorial, or 
representation thereof." Ibid. "The Master of the Sentences judged truly in this point, saying: That which 
is offered and consecrated of the priest, is called a Sacrifice and oblation, because it is a Memory and 
Representation of the true Sacrifice, and holy oblation made on the altar of the cross." Archbishop 
Cranmer, in his Answer to Bishop Gardiner, concerning the most holy Sacrament.--Lib. v. p. 377. And, 
again, "This shortly is the mind of Lombardus, that the thing which is done at GOD'S Board is a Sacrifice, 
and so is that also which was made upon the cross, but not after one manner of understanding, for this 
was the thing indeed, and that is the commemoration of the thing."--Ibid. So, likewise, Bishop Jewell 
acknowledgeth incruentum et rationabile Sacrificium, spoken of by Eusebius, de Demonstrat. Evang. lib. 
i. Jewell's Reply against Harding, Art. vii. Divis. 9. Again, "The ministration of the holy Communion is 
sometimes of the ancient Fathers called an unbloody Sacrifice, not in respect of any corporal or fleshly 
presence, that is imagined to be there without bloodshedding, but for that it representeth and 
reporteth to our minds that one and everlasting Sacrifice that CHRIST made in His Body upon the cross." 
This Bishop Jewell disliketh not, in his Answer to Harding. Art. xvii. Divis. 14. "Patres Coenam Dominicam 
duplici de causa vocarunt Sacrificium incruentum. Turn quod sit imago et solennis representatio illius 
Sacrificii quod Christus cum sanguinis effusione obtulit in cruce: turn quod sit etiam Eucharisticum 
Sacrificium, id est, Sacrificium laudis et gratiarum actionis, cum pro beneficiis omnibus, turn pro 
redemptione imprimis per Christi mortem peracta."--Zanch. in 2. Praecept. Decal. 1. iv. p. 459. And Dr. 
Fulke also acknowledges a sacrifice in the Eucharist. In S. Matt. xxvi. 26. "Non dissimulaverint Christiani 
in coena Domini, sive ut ipsi loquebantur, in Sacrificio Altaris peculiari quodam modo praasentem se 
venerari Deum Christianorum, sed quae esset forma ejus Sacrificii quod per symbola panis et uni 
peragitur, hoc Veteres pra se non ferebant."--lsa. Casaub. Exercit. 16. ad Annal. Baron. § 43. p. 560.] 
Another by the Priest and the people, jointly; and that is the Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, for all 
the benefits and graces we received by the precious Death of CHRIST. [In the Liturgy of the Church of 
England, we pray to GOD, immediately after the reception of the Sacrament, that He would be pleased 
to accept this "our Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving," &c. And Heb. xiii. 15. "The Sacrifice propitiatory 
was made by CHRIST Himself only, but the Sacrifice commemorative and gratulatory is made by the 
Priest and the people."--Archbishop Cranmer in his Answer to Bishop Gardiner, 1. v. p. 377.] The third, 
by every particular man for himself only; and that is the Sacrifice of every man's body, and soul, to serve 
Him in both, all the rest of his life, for this blessing thus bestowed on him. ["I beseech you, brethren, by 
the mercies of GOD, that you give up your bodies a living Sacrifice, holy and acceptable unto GOD." 
Rom. xii. 1. "We offer, and present unto Thee, 0 LORD, ourselves, our souls, and bodies, to be a 
reasonable, holy, and living Sacrifice unto Thee," &c. So the Church of England in the Prayer after the 



receiving of the blessed Sacrament.] Now thus far these dissenting Churches agree, that in the Eucharist 
there is a Sacrifice of duty, and a Sacrifice of praise, and a Sacrifice of commemoration of CHRIST. 
Therefore, according to the former rule, (and here in truth too) it is safest for a man to believe the 
commemorative, the praising, and the performing Sacrifice, and to offer them duly to GOD, and to leave 
the Church of Rome in this particular to her superstitions, that I may say no more. 


ID.--MS. Introduction to the Liturgy. 

[From "An Introduction to the Liturgy of the Church of England, written by way of preface before 
Archbishop Laud's collection of various readings out of the several ancient Common Prayer Books, &c... 
Printed by a copy exactly compared with the original MS., in his Grace of Canterbury's library at 
Lambeth."-See Supplement to Nicholl's Commentary on the Book of Common Prayer, where reasons 
are given for attributing these MS. notes to Abp. Laud.] 


It is objected by the Romanists, that to the very being of a Bishop, the order of Priesthood is essentially 
required, which they say is not to be found in the Church of England, neither in the one function of the 
power of sacrificing, nor in the other of absolution. 

To which is answered, that by the Book of Common Prayer and ordinations, they are called and made 
Presbyters, Priests, as appears thereby. And as touching the function of sacrificing, whereby, they say, a 
true and proper Sacrifice is to be made for the sins of the quick and the dead, and an oblation of the 
very Body and Blood of Christ; 

We say, that forasmuch as our Priests have authority to minister the Sacraments, and, consequently, the 
Eucharist, which is a representation of the Sacrifice of CHRIST; therefore they may be said to offer 
CHRIST in a mystery, and to sacrifice Him by way of commemoration. 

And our Church by the Articles of 1562, Art. xxxi. teacheth, that the offering of CHRIST once made is 
sufficient and perfect, and that there needs no other satisfaction for sins, and consequently condemns 
the Mass for the quick and the dead as blasphemous. And by the place of Acts xiii. 2, there cannot be 
anything thence inferred, to prove that their ministering at that time, may warrant the Popish massing, 
in these times, as now it is used. 


ID.—Daily Office. 

0 Thou that sittest on high with the Father, and art here invisibly present with us, &c.... 

ID.-History of his Troubles and Trial. 

Now we are come to the arraignment of the [Scotch] Liturgy, and the Book of Common Prayer;.for 

they say:- 

"1. This book inverteth the order of the Communion in the Book of England. . . .Of the divers secret 
reasons of this change we mention one only, enjoining the spiritual sacrifice and thanksgiving, which is 
in the book of England pertinently after the Communion, with the Prayer of Consecration, before the 




Communion; and that under the name of Memorial, or Oblation; for no other end, but that the 
Memorial and Sacrifice of praise mentioned in it, may be understood according to the Popish meaning: 
(Bellarm. de Missa, 1. "2, c. 21,) not the spiritual sacrifice, but of the oblation of the Body of the LORD." . 


As for the only reason given of this change, it is in my judgment a strange one. 'Tis, forsooth, for no 
other end (they say) but that the memorial and sacrifice of praise mentioned in it, may be understood 
according to the Popish meaning, not of the Spiritual Sacrifice, but of the Oblation of the Body of the 
LORD. Now, ignorance, and jealousy, whither will you? For the Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, no 
man doubts but that it is to be offered up. Nor doth any man of learning question it, that I know, but 
that, according to our SAVIOUR'S own command, we are to do whatsoever is done in this Office, as a 
memorial of His Body and Blood offered up, and shed for us. (Luke xxii.) Now 'tis one thing to offer up 
His Body, and another to offer up the memorial of His Body, with our praise and thanks for that infinite 
blessing; so that, were that change of order made for this end, (which is more than I know,) I do not yet 
see how any Popish meaning, so much feared, can be fastened upon it. And the words in that Prayer are 
plain, (as they are also in the Book of England,) that we offer and present unto GOD ourselves, our souls, 
and bodies, to be a reasonable, holy, and lively Sacrifice unto Him. What is there here that can be drawn 
to a Popish meaning, unless it be with the cords of these men's vanity?--pp. 109. 114--110. 

Yet the charge goes on- 

"4. The Book of England abolishes all that may import the oblation of an unbloody Sacrifice: but here we 
have, besides the preparatory oblation of the elements, which is neither to be found in the Book of 
England now, nor in King Edward's Book of old, the oblation of the body and the blood of CHRIST, which 
Bellarmine calls, Sacrificium laudis, quia Deus per illud magnopere laudatur. This also agrees well with 
their late doctrine." 

First, I think no man doubts, but that there is, and ought to be offered up to GOD, at the consecration 
and reception of this Sacrament, Sacrificium laudis, the Sacrifice of praise; and that this ought to be 
expressed in the Liturgy, for the instruction of the people. And these words, "We entirely desire Thy 
fatherly goodness, mercifully to accept this our Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving," &c. are both in the 
Book of England, and in that which was prepared for Scotland. And if Bellarmine do call the oblation of 
the Body and the Blood of CHRIST a Sacrifice for praise, sure he doth well in it; (for so it is) if Bellarmine 
mean no more, by the oblation of the Body and the Blood of CHRIST, than a commemoration and a 
representation of that great Sacrifice offered up by CHRIST Himself: as Bishop Jewell very learnedly and 
fully acknowledges. But if Bellarmine go farther than this; and by the oblation of the body and the blood 
of CHRIST, mean, that the Priest offers up that which CHRIST Himself did, and not a commemoration of 
it only, he is erroneous in that, and can never make it good.--pp. 123, 4. 


HALL, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-No Peace with Rome, § xix. 


The priestly office of CHRIST is not a little impeached by the daily oblation of the Missal Sacrifice, and 
the number of mediators. For the first: that in the sacred Supper there is a Sacrifice (in that sense 
wherein the Fathers spoke) none of us ever doubted; but that is there, either Latrieutical (as Bellarmine 
distinguishes it not ill) or Eucharistical: that is here (as Chrysostom speaks) a remembrance of a Sacrifice; 
that is, as Augustine interprets it, a memorial of CHRIST'S passion, celebrated in the Church; and from 



this sweet commemoration of our redemption there arises another. Sacrifice, the Sacrifice of praise; and 
from thence a true Peace-offering of the Christian soul: these three Sacrifices offer themselves to us 
here; but for any propitiatory Sacrifice, unless it be (as the gloss interprets it) representatively, I find 
none, none essential; none (as the Tridentines labour to persuade) true and proper; neither, indeed, can 
there be. For what? Doth the priest offer the same that CHRIST hath offered, or another? If another, 
then not propitiatory, for only CHRIST is our propitiation, if the same, then not an unbloody Sacrifice (for 
CHRIST'S Sacrifice was a bloody one): then, the natural being of CHRIST should again be destroyed; then, 
the blood of the Mediator (which I abhor to imagine) must be of a finite value and power: yea, CHRIST 
Himself did not sacrifice on the table, but on the cross; for if the Sacrifice, which He offered in His 
supper, were perfect, and fully propitiatory, what needed He to die afterward? Wherefore was His blood 
shed upon the cross, which by His transubstantiated blood (not yet shed) had formerly redeemed the 
world? But if it be unbloody, then it is not propitiatory; for without shedding of blood (saith the Apostle) 
is no remission. 


MOUNTAGU, BISHOP.—An Answer to a late Gagger of Protestants. 


For why? who can alter CHRIST'S institution? who dare change that which He hath ordained? Sacrificium 
verum et plenum tunc offert in Ecclesia Deo Patri, &c. ["He (the priest) doth then offer in the Church to 
GOD the Father a true and full Sacrifice, if he begin so to offer, even as he seeth CHRIST Himself did 
offer,"] saith St. Cyprian. "But," saith he again, and we know it is true, Constat, &c. ["It is acknowledged 
that the LORD offered the cup for the commemoration of the Passion. And because we make mention of 
His Passion at every Sacrifice, we ought to do nothing else than what He did."] Why? because otherwise 
we offer not the Sacrifice as we should. Nec, &c. ["Neither do we celebrate the LORD'S Sacrifice with a 
lawful hallowing, except our oblation and Sacrifice answer to the Passion:"] and that cannot be without 
pouring out of wine, that represented) the shedding of His blood. But your Church hath altered it; 
presumptuously done. Who gave your Church such authority? Hear St. Cyprian again: Quare, &c. 
["Wherefore if CHRIST alone is to be heard, we ought not to attend to what any other before us hath 
thought should be done, but what He who is before all, even CHRIST, first did. For we ought not to 
follow the custom of men, but the truth of GOD. For if JESUS CHRIST, our LORD and GOD, be Himself the 
High Priest of GOD the Father, and first offered Himself a Sacrifice to the Father, and commanded that 
this should be done for the commemoration of Him, then verily that priest doth truly fulfil his office in 
CHRIST'S stead, who copieth that which CHRIST did; and doth then offer in the Church to GOD the 
Father a true and full Sacrifice, if he so begin to offer, even as he seeth CHRIST Himself did offer."] You 
do not this; therefore, in St. Cyprian's judgment, your Sacrifice is neither full nor true.-pp. 262, 3. 


ID.-Appeale to Caesar. 


I hope you will not overthrow the Sacrifice. You well confess the blessed Sacrament of the altar, or 
communion table, whether you please, to be a Sacrifice. Not propitiatory, as they call it (I will use this 
word "call it," lest you challenge me upon Popery, for using "propitiatory") for the living and dead. Not 
an external, visible, true, and proper Sacrifice, but only representative, rememorative, and spiritual 
Sacrifice.-p. 287. 



FORBES (WILLIAM), BISHOP.- [Consecrated First Bishop of Edinburgh] 
Considerationes Modestae, lib. iii. c. 1. 


The Eucharistic bread is consecrated to GOD, inasmuch, as from being profane, or not sacred, it is made 
sacred: it is also specially dedicated to GOD, as is plain by the actions that are performed, and the words 
that are said concerning it. It cannot, therefore, be denied, but that it is specially offered to GOD: 
moreover, when offered to Him, there is the benediction, and there is the eating; yea, it is offered and 
blessed to this end, that it may be eaten. There is made, therefore, there, in a certain manner, a 
Sacrifice of bread, which is offered to GOD, and concerning which, by CHRIST'S institution, so many 
words of mystery are said, and sacred rites performed, as Casalius rightly observes, De Sacrificio Missae, 
lib. i. cap. 20. 

The holy Fathers, also, very often say that the very Body of CHRIST is offered, and sacrificed in the 
Eucharist, as is clear from almost innumerable passages, but not properly and really, with all the 
properties of a Sacrifice preserved, but by a commemoration and representation of that which was once 
accomplished in that one Sacrifice of the cross, whereby CHRIST, our High Priest, consummated all other 
Sacrifices; and by pious supplication, whereby the ministers of the Church, for the sake of the eternal 
Victim of that one Sacrifice, which sitteth in heaven at the right hand of the Father, and is present in the 
holy table in an unspeakable manner, humbly beseech GOD the Father that He would grant that the 
virtue and grace of this eternal Victim may be effectual and salutary to His Church, for all the necessities 
of body and soul-p. 451. 


MEDE, PRESBYTER.—The Christian Sacrifice. Mai. 1.11. 

[Compare Discourse "Of the name Altar," &c. pp. 383-392. Also Discourse li. pp. 284-205.] 


"From the rising of the sun even unto the going down of the same, My name shall be great among the 
Gentiles; and in every place incense shall be offered in My name, and a pure offering: for My name shall 
be great among the heathen, saith the LORD of Hosts." 

This place of Scripture, howsoever now in a manner silenced and forgotten, was once, and that in the 
oldest and purest time of the Church, a text of eminent note, and familiarly known to every Christian, 
being alleged by their pastors and teachers, as an express and undoubted prophecy of the Christian 
Sacrifice or solemn worship in the Eucharist, taught by our blessed SAVIOUR unto His disciples, to be 
observed of all that should believe in His name: and this so generally and grantedly, as could never have 
been, at least so early, unless they had learned thus to apply it by tradition from the Apostles.... 

For in the age immediately succeeding them, it being the second hundred of years after CHRIST, we find 
it alleged to this purpose by Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, the pillars of that age; the former of them 
flourishing within little more than thirty years after the death of St. John; and the latter, a disciple of 
Polycarp, St. John's scholar. In the age following, or third seculum, it is alleged by Tertullian, Zeno 
Veronensis, and Cyprian: in the fourth seculum, by Eusebius, Chrysostom, Hierome, and Augustine: and 



in the after ages, by whom not? Nor is it alleged by them as some singular opinion or private conceit of 
their own, but as the received tradition of the Church; whence in some Liturgies (as that of the Church 
of Alexandria, commonly called the Liturgy of St. Mark) it is inserted into the Hymn, or Preface, which 
begins, AlhqwV axion esti kai dikaion-"lt is truly meet and right;" the conclusion of the hymn or laud 
there being, "Giving thanks we offer unto Thee, 0 LORD, this reasonable and unbloody service, even 
that which all nations from the rising of the sun to the going down of the same, offer unto Thee; for Thy 
Name shall be great among all nations; and in every place incense is offered unto Thy holy Name, and 
sacrifice and oblation." 

Thus you see the antiquity of tradition for the meaning and application of this prophecy. 

But for the Christian Sacrifice itself, whereunto it is applied, what the ancient Church understood 
thereby, what and wherein the nature of this Sacrifice consisted, is a point, though most needful to be 
known, yet beyond belief obscure, intricate, and perplexed. 

I will chalk out my discourse in this order. 

First, I shall premise, as the ground thereof, a definition of the Christian Sacrifice, as the ancient Church 
meant it. 

Secondly, explain the meaning of my text, by application thereto. 

Thirdly, prove each part of the definition I shall give, by the testimonies of the Fathers, Councils, and 
Liturgies of the first and best ages.--pp. 355, 6. 

To begin with the first, the definition of the Christian Sacrifice. Under which name first know, that the 
ancient Church understood not, as many suppose, the mere Sacrament of the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, but the whole sacred action or solemn service of the Church assembled, whereof this sacred 
mystery was then a prime and principal part, and, as it were, the pearl or jewel of that ring, no public 
service of the Church being without it. This observed and remembered, I define the Christian Sacrifice, 
ex mente antiquae Ecclesiae, according to the meaning of the ancient Church, in this manner; 

"An oblation of thanksgiving and prayer to GOD the Father, through JESUS CHRIST, and His Sacrifice 
commemorated in the creatures of bread and wine, wherewith GOD had been first agnized." So that this 
Sacrifice, as you see, hath a double object or matter: first, praise and prayer, which you may call 
Sacrificium quod; secondly, the commemoration of CHRIST'S Sacrifice upon the Cross, which is 
Sacrificium quo, the Sacrifice whereby the other is accepted. For all the prayers, thanksgivings, and 
devotions of a Christian, are tendered up unto GOD in the name of JESUS CHRIST crucified. According 
whereunto we are wont to conclude our prayers with "through JESUS CHRIST our LORD." And this is the 
specification whereby the worship of a Christian is distinguished from that of the Jew. Now that which 
we in all our prayers and thanksgivings do vocally, when we say, "through JESUS CHRIST our LORD," the 
ancient Church, in her public and solemn service, did visibly, by representing Him, according as He 
commanded, in the symbols of His body and blood: for there He is commemorated and received by us 
for the same end for which He was given and suffered for us; that through Him we receiving forgiveness 
of our sins, GOD our FATHER might accept our service, and hear our prayers we make unto Him. What 
time then so fit and seasonable to commend our devotions unto GOD, as when the LAMB of GOD is slain 
upon the Holy Table; and we receive visibly, though mystically, those gracious pledges of His blessed 
Body and Blood? This was that Sacrifice of the ancient Church the Fathers so much ring in our ears; "the 
Sacrifice of praise and prayer, through JESUS CHRIST mystically represented in the creatures of bread 
and wine." 




But yet we have not all, there is one thing more my definition intimates, when I say, "through the 
Sacrifice of JESUS CHRIST commemorated in the creatures of bread and wine, wherewith GOD had first 
been agnized." The Body and Blood of CHRIST were not made of common bread and common wine, but 
of bread and wine first sanctified, by being offered and set before GOD as a present to agnize Him the 
LORD and giver of all: according to that, "The earth is the LORD'S, and the fulness thereof;" (Psal. xxiv. 

1.) and, "Let no man appear before the LORD empty." (Deut. xvi. 1C.) Therefore as this Sacrifice 
consisted of two parts, as I told you, of praise and prayer, (which in respect of the other I call Sacrificium 
quod), and of the commemoration of CHRIST crucified (which I call Sacrificium quo), so the symbols of 
bread and wine traversed both; being first presented as symbols of praise and thanksgiving to agnize 
GOD the LORD of the creatures in the Sacrificium quod, then, by invocation of the Holy Ghost, made the 
symbols of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, in the Sacrificium quo. So that the whole service throughout 
consisted of a reasonable part, and of a material part, as of a soul and a body: of which I shall speak 
more fully hereafter, when I come to prove this I have said by the testimonies of the ancients.--p. 356, 7. 

And this is that Sacrifice which Malachi foretold the Gentiles should one day offer unto GOD; "in every 
place incense shall be offered unto My name, and a pure Mincha: for My name shall be great among the 
heathen, saith the LORD of Hosts." Which words I am now, according to the order I propounded, to 
explicate, and apply to my definition. Now to apply them. 

"Incense" (as the Scripture itself tells) notes the "prayers of the saints." It was also that wherewith the 
remembrance was made in the sacrifices, or GOD put in mind. Mincha, which we turn munus, a "gift" or 
"offering," is oblatio farrea, an offering made of meal or flour, baked or fried, or dried or parched corn. 
We, in our English, when we make distinction, call it a "meat-offering;" but might call it a "bread 
offering," of which the libamen, or the drink-offering, being an indivisible concomitant, both are implied 
under the name mincha, where it alone is named. 

The application then is easy: "incense" here notes the rational part of our Christian Sacrifice, which is 
prayer, thanksgiving, and commemoration; mincha, the material part thereof, which is oblatio farrea, a 
present of bread and wine.--pp. 357, 8. 

I come now to the third and longest part of my task, to prove each particular contained in my definition 
by the testimonies and authorities of the ancient Fathers and writers of the first and purest ages of the 
Church. The particulars I am to prove are in number six. 

1. That this Christian service is an oblation, and expressed under that notion by the utmost antiquity. 

2. That it is an oblation of thanksgiving and prayer. 

3. An oblation through JESUS CHRIST commemorated in the creatures of bread and wine. 

4. That this commemoration of CHRIST, according to the style of the ancient Church, is also a Sacrifice. 

5. That the Body and Blood of CHRIST, in this mystical service, was made of bread and wine, which had 
first been offered unto GOD, to agnize Him the LORD of the creature. 

6. That this Sacrifice was placed in commemoration only of CHRIST'S Sacrifice upon the Cross, and not in 
a real offering of His Body and Blood anew.... 

Let us then begin with the first, That this Christian service is an oblation, and under that notion 
expressed by all antiquity. The names whereby the ancient Church called this service are Prosfora, 
Qusia, "oblation," "Sacrifice;" Eucaristia, "Eucharist," (a word, if rightly understood, of equipollent 




sense;) Qusia logikh kai anaimaktoV, "a Sacrifice of praise," "a reasonable and unbloody Sacrifice;" 
Sacrificium Mediatoris, Sacrificium Altaris, Sacrificium pretii nostri, Sacrificium, corporis et sanguinis 
Christi, "the Sacrifice of our Mediator," "the Sacrifice of the Altar," "the Sacrifice of our Ransom," "the 
Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of CHRIST." It would be infinite to note all the places and authors where 
and by whom it is thus called.--p. 360. 

But what if one of them, namely Qusia, were used sooner, even in St. Paul's and St. Peter's time? In the 
first Epistle of Peter, chap. ii. 5. "You are (saith he, speaking of the body of the Church) an holy 
priesthood, to offer pneumatikaV qusiaV spiritual sacrifices to GOD by JESUS CHRIST." In the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, xiii. 15. "By Him (that is, through CHRIST our Altar) let us offer qusian ainesewV diapantoV 
Qew the sacrifice of praise to GOD continually." Why should I not think St. Paul and St. Peter speak here 
of the solemn and public service of Christians, wherein the Passion of CHRIST was commemorated? I am 
sure the Fathers frequently call this Sacrifice qusian ainesewV, "the Sacrifice of praise." And in some 
ancient Liturgies, immediately before the Consecration, the Church gives thanks unto GOD for choosing 
them to be an holy priesthood to offer Sacrifices unto Him, as it were alluding to St. Peter. Thus you see, 
first or last or both, the words Prosfora and Qusia were no strangers to the Apostles' age. 

I will now make but one quere, and answer it, and so conclude this point: whether these words or 
names were used (seeing they were used) properly, or improperly (katacrhstikwV) of the subject we 
speak of. I answer briefly; this Christian service, as we have defined it, is an oblation properly: for 
wheresoever any thing is tendered or presented unto GOD, there is truly and properly an oblation; (Heb. 
v. 7. xiii. 15. 1 Pet. ii. 5.) be it spiritual or visible, it matters not; for oblatio is the genus: and Irenaeus (lib. 
iv. c. 34.) tells me here,--"For offerings in the general are not reprobated; there were offerings there 
(via. in the Old Testament), there are also offerings here (viz. in the New Testament); there were 
Sacrifices among the people (that is, the Jews), there are Sacrifices also in the Church: but the 
specification only is changed." But as for Qusia, or Sacrifice, according to its prime signification, it 
signifies a "slaughter-offering," as in Hebrew, so in Greek of quw, macto, "to slay;" as the angel, Acts x. 
13. says to St. Peter, Petre, quson kai fage, "Peter, kill and eat." Now we, in our Christian service, slay no 
offering, but commemorate Him only that was slain and offered upon the Cross; therefore our service is 
called Qusia, improperly and metaphorically. But if Qusia be synecdochically taken for an offering in 
general, as it is both in the New Testament and elsewhere, then the Christian Sacrifice is as truly called 
Qusia, as Prosfora, or Eucaristia.--p. 361. 

Now I come to the second particular contained in my definition; to prove that the Christian Sacrifice, 
according to the meaning of the ancient Church, is an oblation of thanksgiving and prayer. 

My first author shall be Justin Martyr, in his dialogue with Tryphon the Jew; where, to the evasion of the 
Jews, labouring to bereave the Christians of this text. Justin replies,--"That prayers and thanksgivings, 
made by those that are worthy, are the only Sacrifices that are perfect and acceptable unto GOD, I do 
also affirm; for these are the only Sacrifices which Christians have been taught they should perform." If 
you ask where, and how; he tells you, "in that thankful remembrance of their food both dry and liquid, 
wherein also is commemorated the Passion which the SON of GOD suffered by Himself." ... My next 
author shall be Tertullian. .. Thirdly, Clemens Alexandrinus. .. Cyprian. .. These authorities are all within 
the first three hundred years, to which I will add one of the fourth; Optatus Milevitanus ... 

Furthermore, that the Christian Sacrifice was an oblation of prayer, and consisted in invocation, is also 
another way to be evinced; namely, because the Fathers, when they speak thereof, use the terms of 
"prayer," "oblation," and "Sacrifice" promiscuously, and interchangeably one for the other, as words 
importing the same thing. Tertullian... Augustine. 



For this reason the Christian Sacrifice is among the Fathers, by way of distinction, called qusian 
ainesewV, Sacrificium laudis, that is, of confession and invocation of GOD; namely, to difference it from 
those of blood and incense. Augustine.. .-pp. 363, 4. 

The second particular thus proved, the third comes next in place, which is. That this oblation of 
thanksgiving and prayer was made through JESUS CHRIST commemorated in the creatures of bread and 
wine; namely, they believed that our blessed SAVIOUR ordained this Sacrament of His Body and Blood 
as a rite to bless and invocate His FATFIER by, instead of the manifold and Woody Sacrifices of the Law. 

Instead, therefore, of the slaying of beasts and burning of incense, whereby they called upon the name 
of GOD in the Old Testament; the Fathers, I say, believed our SAVIOUR ordained this Sacrament of bread 
and wine as a rite whereby to give thanks and make supplication to His FATFIER in His name. 

The mystery of which rite they took to be this; that as CHRIST, by presenting His Death and Satisfaction 
to His Father, continually intercedes for us in heaven; so the Church on earth semblably approaches the 
throne of Grace, by representing CHRIST unto His Father in these holy mysteries of His Death and 
Passion. "Veteres enim (saith Cassander) in hoc mystico Sacrificio," &c. ..." The ancients did not, in this 
mystical Sacrifice, so much consider and respect the oblation once made upon the cross, (the memory 
whereof is here celebrated,) as the everlasting Priesthood of CHRIST, and the perpetual Sacrifice which 
Fie, our High Priest for ever, doth continually offer in heaven; the resemblance whereof is here on earth 
expressed by the solemn prayers of GOD'S Ministers." 

This a Reverend and famous Divine [Perkins.] of blessed memory, once of this society, and interred in 
this place, saw more clearly, or expressed more plainly, than any other Reformed writer I have yet seen, 
in his Demonstratio Problematis, and Title de Sacrificio Missae; [Vide Workes, vol. ii. pp. 550--554. 

Compare "Reformed Catholike," vol. i. pp. 593, 4.] where he speaks thus: "Veteres," &c."The ancient 

Fathers used to call the Supper of the LORD, or the whole action of the Supper, a Sacrifice; and that for 
divers reasons. Because it is a commemoration, and also a representation unto GOD the FATFIER, of the 
Sacrifice of CHRIST offered upon the cross." Fie goes on, "Floe modo fideles," &c. "In this sense the 
faithful in their prayers do offer C H RI ST, as a Sacrifice unto GOD the Father for their sins, in being wholly 
carried away in their minds and affections unto that only and true Sacrifice, thereby to procure and 
obtain GOD'S favour to them." That which every Christian doth mentally and vocally, when he 
commends his prayers to GOD the FATFIER through JESUS CFIRIST, making mention of His death and 
satisfaction; that, in the publick service of the Church, was done by that rite which our SAVIOUR 
commanded to be used in commemoration of Flim. 

These things thus explained, let us now see by what testimonies and authorities it maybe proved the 
ancient Church had this meaning. I will begin with S. Ambrose. . . Eusebius. . . Cyril of Jerusalem, (or 
more likely John, his successor).. Tertullian.. S. Austin_ 

Lastly, that the representation of the Body and Blood of CFIRIST in this Christian service, was intended 
and used as a rite whereby to find grace and favour with God, when the Church addressed herself unto 
Flim, (which is that I undertook to prove) is apparent by a saying of Origen, Flom. 13 in Levit., where, 
treating of the Shewbread, which was continually set before the LORD with incense, for a memorial of 
the children of Israel, that is, to put GOD in mind of them, he makes it in this respect to have been a 
lively figure of the Christians' Eucharist; "For," saith he, "that is the only commemoration which renders 
GOD propitious to men." 

All these testimonies have been express for our purpose, that the thanksgivings and prayers of the 
Church in the Christian Sacrifice were offered unto the Divine Majesty, through CFIRIST commemorated 




in the symbols of bread and wine, as by a medium whereby to find acceptance. 

There is, besides these, an usual expression of the Fathers, when they speak of the Eucharist; which, 
though it be not direct and punctual, as the former, yet, I verily believe, it aimed at the same mystery: 
namely, when they say that in this Sacrifice, they offer praise and prayer to GOD the Father, through 
JESUS C H RI ST the great High Priest. . . Clemens. . . Justin Martyr. . . Irenaeus. . . Origen. . . the third 
Council of Carthage and Hippo.. .--pp. 365--368. 

The fourth particular propounded was this, that the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of C H RI ST, or 
LORD'S Supper, or the commemoration of CHRIST in the creatures of bread and wine, is also a Sacrifice, 
according to the style of the ancient Church. 

It is one thing to say, that the LORD'S Supper is a Sacrifice, and another to say, that CHRIST is properly 
sacrificed therein. These are not the same: for there may be a sacrifice which is a representation of 
another sacrifice, and yet a sacrifice too. And such a Sacrifice is this of the New Testament; a Sacrifice 
wherein another Sacrifice, that of CHRIST'S death upon the cross, is commemorated. Thus the Papists 
gain nothing by this notion of antiquity, and our asserting the same: for their tenet is, that CHRIST in this 
Sacrifice is really and properly sacrificed; which we shall show in due time that the ancients never 
meant. 

To begin with this, that the LORD'S Supper, or mystical rite of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, is a 
Sacrifice: as, in the Old Testament, the name of Sacrifice was otherwhile given to the whole action in 
which the rite was used, sometimes to the rite alone, so, in the notion and language of the ancient 
Church, sometimes the whole action or Christian service, (wherein the LORD'S Supper was a part,) is 
comprehended under that name; sometimes the rite of the sacred Supper itself is so termed, and truly, 
as ye shall now hear. 

The resolution of this point depends altogether upon the true definition of a Sacrifice, as it is 
distinguished from all other offerings. Which, though it be so necessary that all disputation without it is 
vain; yet shall we not find that either party interested in this question hath been so exact therein as 
were to be wished. This appears by the differing definitions given and confuted by Divines on both sides: 
the reason of which defect is, because neither are deduced from the notion of Scripture, but built upon 
other conceptions. Let us see, therefore, if it may be learned out of Scripture, what that is, which 
Scripture, in a strict and special sense, calls a Sacrifice. 

Every Sacrifice is an oblation or offering: but every offering is not a Sacrifice, in that strict and proper 
acceptation which we seek. For tithes, first-fruits, and all other called heave-offerings in the Law, and 
whatsoever, indeed, is consecrated unto GOD, are oblations or offerings; but none of them Sacrifices, 
nor ever so called in the Old Testament. What offerings are then called Sacrifices? I answer, 
burnt-offerings, sin-offerings, trespass-offerings, and peace-offerings. These, and no other, are called by 
that name. Out of these, therefore, must we pick the true and proper ratio and nature of a Sacrifice_ 

A Sacrifice, I think, should be defined thus; an offering whereby the offerer is made partaker of GOD'S 
table, in token of covenant and friendship with Him, &c. or more explicately thus; an offering unto the 
Divine Majesty of that which is given for the food of man; that the offerer, partaking thereof, might, as 
by way of pledge, be certified of his acceptation into covenant and fellowship with his GOD, by eating 
and drinking at His table.... 

In a word, a Sacrifice is oblatio foederalis. For the true and right understanding thereof, we must know, 
that it was the universal custom of mankind, and still remains in use, to contract covenants, and make 



leagues and friendship by eating and drinking together.... 

Such, now, as were these covenant-feastings, and eatings and drinkings, in token of league and amity 
between man and man, such are Sacrifices between man and his GOD; epulae foederales, federal feasts, 
wherein GOD deigneth to entertain man to eat and drink with or before Him, in token of favour and 
reconcilement. For so it becomes the condition of the parties, that he which hath offended the other, 
and seeks for favour and forgiveness, should be entertained by Him to whom he is obnoxious; and not e 
contra: that is, that GOD should be the convivator, the entertainer or maker of the feast, and man the 
conviva, or guest. To which end, the viands for this sacred epulum were first to be offered unto GOD, 
and so made His; that He might entertain the offerer, and not the offerer Him. For we are to observe, 
that what the fire consumed was accounted GOD'S own mess, and called by Himself the meat of His 
fire-offerings: (Levit. iii. 11. 16. Numb, xxviii. 2. 24.) the rest was for His guests, which they were 
partakers of, either by themselves, as in all the peace-offerings; or by their proxies, the Priests, as in all 
the rest, to wit, the holocausts, the sin and trespass-offerings.--pp. 369, 370. 

Having thus seen what is the nature of a Sacrifice, and wherein the ratio or essential form thereof 
consisteth, it will not be hard to judge, whether the ancient Christians did rightly in giving the Eucharist 
that name, or not. For that the LORD'S Supper is--"a federal feast," we all grant, and our SAVIOUR 
expressly affirms it of the cup in the institution, "This cup is the rite of the new Covenant in My blood, 
which is poured out for many for the remission of sins;" evidently implying that the bloody Sacrifices of 
the Law, with their meat and drink-offerings, were rites of an Old Covenant, and that this succeeded 
them as the rite of the New: that that was contracted with the blood of beeves, sheep, and goats; but 
this founded in the Blood of CHRIST, This parallel is so plain, as I think none will deny it. There is nothing 
then remains to make this sacred eymlum a full sacrifice, but that the viands thereof should be first 
offered unto GOD, that He may be the convivator, we the convivae, or the guests.--p. 372. 

And this the ancient Church was wont to do; this they believed our Blessed SAVIOUR Himself did, when, 
at the institution of this sacred rite, He took the bread and the cup into His sacred hands, and, looking 
up to heaven, gave thanks and blessed. And after His example, they first offered the bread and wine 
unto God, to agnize Him the LORD of the creature; and then received them from Him again in a banquet, 
as the symbols of the Body and Blood of His Son. This is that I am now to prove out of the testimonies of 
antiquity, not long after, but next unto the Apostles' times, when it is not likely the Church had altered 
the form they left her for the celebration of this mystery. 

I will begin with Irenaeus... Justin Martyr... Origen... 

Thus much out of Fathers; all of them within less than two hundred and fifty years after CHRIST, and less 
than one hundred and fifty after the death of St. John. 

The same appears in the forms of the ancient Liturgies. As in that of Clemens, where the Priest, in the 
name of the whole Church assembled, speaks thus;--"We offer unto Thee our King and GOD, according 
to His (that is CHRIST'S) appointment, this bread and this cup; . . . and we beseech Thee, Thou GOD that 
wantest nothing, that Thou wouldest look favourably upon these gifts here set before Thee, and accept 
them to the honour of Thy CHRIST," &c_ 

Yea, in the Canon of the Roman Church, though the rite be not used, yet the words remain still; as when 
the Priest, long before the consecration of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, prays;--"We humbly beseech 
and entreat Thee, most merciful Father, through JESUS CHRIST Thy Son, our LORD, to accept and bless 
these gifts, these presents:" and other like passages, which now they wrest to a new-found oblation of 
the Body and Blood of CHRIST, which the ancient Church knew not of.--p. 374. 



Lastly, this oblation of the bread and wine is implied in St. Paul's parallel of the LORD'S Supper and the 
sacrifice of the Gentiles: (1 Cor. x. 21.) "Ye cannot, (saith he) be partakers of the table of the LORD, and 
the table of devils;" namely, because they imply contrary covenants, incompatible one with the other; a 
Sacrifice (as I told you) being epulum foederale, a federal feast. Nowhere it is manifest that the table of 
devils is so called, because it consisted of viands offered to devils, (for so St. Paul expressly tells us,) 
whereby those that eat thereof, eat of the devil's meat; ergo, the table of the LORD is likewise called His 
table, not because He ordained it, but because it consisted of viands offered unto Him. 

Having thus, as I think, sufficiently proved what I took in hand, I think it not amiss to answer two 
questions which this discourse may beget. The first is, how the ancients could gather out of the 
institution, that our SAVIOUR did as hath been shewed. I answer, They believed He did as the Jews were 
wont to do: but they did thus. How, will you say, doth this appear? I answer, it may appear thus. The 
passover was a Sacrifice, and, therefore, the viands here, as in all other holy feasts, were first offered 
unto GOD. Now the bread and wine, which our SAVIOUR took when He blessed and gave thanks, was 
the Mincha or meat-offering of the Passover. If, then, He did as the Jews used to do, He agnized His 
Father, and blessed Him, by oblation of these His creatures unto Him, using the like or the same form of 
words--"Blessed be Thou, 0 LORD our GOD, the King of the world, Which bringest forth bread out of the 
earth;" and over the wine--"Blessed be Thou, 0 LORD our God, the King of the world, Which createst the 
fruit of the vine." Moreover, the Church, ab initio, applied that precept of our SAVIOUR, Matt, v. 23. "If 
thou bring thy gift to the altar," &c. to the Eucharist; for they believed that He would not enact a new 
law concerning legal Sacrifices, which He was presently to abolish, but that it had reference to that 
oblation which was to continue under the Gospel. 

The other question is. If all this be so, how is not our celebration of the Eucharist defective, where no 
such oblation is used? I answer, This concerns not us alone, but all the Churches of the West, of the 
Roman Communion, who, as in other things they have depraved this mystery, and swerved from the 
primitive pattern thereof, so have they, for many ages, disused this oblation of bread and wine, and 
brought in, in lieu thereof, a real and hypostatical oblation of CHRIST Himself. This blasphemous oblation 
we have taken away, and justly; but not reduced again that express and formal use of the other. 
Howsoever, though we do it not with a set ceremony and form of words, yet, in deed and effect we do 
it, so often as we set the bread and wine upon the holy table: for whatsoever we set upon GOD'S table, 
is ipso facto dedicated and offered unto Him; according to that of our SAVIOUR, (Matt, xxiii. 19.)--"The 
altar sanctifies the gift," that is, consecrates it unto GOD, and appropriates it to His use. In which respect 
it were much to be wished that this were more solemnly done than is usual; namely, not until the time 
of the administration, and by the hand of the Minister, in the name and sight of the whole congregation, 
standing up and showing some sign of due and lowly reverence; according as the deacon was wont to 
admonish the people in ancient Liturgies .... "Let us stand in an upright posture before GOD to offer with 
fear and trembling."--pp. 375, 6. 

The sixth and last thing to be proved was, that CHRIST is offered in this Sacrifice commemoratively only, 
and not otherwise. 

Though the Eucharist be a Sacrifice, (that is, an oblation wherein the offerer banquets with his GOD,) yet 
is CHRIST in this Sacrifice no otherwise offered, than by way of commemoration only of His Sacrifice 
once offered upon the cross, as a learned Prelate of ours [Bishop Morton] hath lately written, objective 
only, not subjective. And this is that which our SAVIOUR Himself said, when He ordained this sacred rite, 
"This do in commemoration of Me." 

But this commemoration is to be made to GOD His Father, and is not a bare remembering or putting 



ourselves in mind only, (as is commonly supposed), but a putting of GOD in mind: for every Sacrifice is 
directed unto GOD, and the oblation therein, whatsoever it be, hath Him for its object, and not man. If, 
therefore, the Eucharist be Sacrificium Christi commemorativum, a commemorative Sacrifice of Christ, 
as ours grant, then must the commemoration therein be made unto GOD: and if CHRIST therein be 
offered objective, that is, as the object of the commemoration there made, (as that learned Bishop 
speaks,) the commemoration of Him be an oblation of Him, to whom is this oblation, that is, 
commemoration, made but unto GOD? 

Well then, CHRIST is offered in this sacred Supper, not hypo-statically, as the papists would have Him, 
(for so He was but once offered,) but commemoratively only: that is, by this sacred rite of bread and 
wine we present and inculcate His blessed Passion to His Father; we put Him in mind thereof, by setting 
the monuments thereof before Him; we testify our own mindfulness thereof unto His sacred Majesty; 
that so He would, for His sake, according to the tenour of His covenant, in Him be favourable and 
propitious unto us, miserable sinners. 

That this, and no other offering of CHRIST in the blessed Eucharist, the ancient Church ever meant or 
intended, I am now to show by authentical testimonies. First, by the constant form of all the Liturgies; in 
which, after the reciting of the words of institution, is subjoined, Memnhmenoi prosferomen 
commemorantes, or commemorando, offerimus, "commemorating," or by "commemorating, we offer." 

Clemens, Memnhmenoi toinun prosferomen soi .... "Therefore commemorating His Passion, and Death, 
and Resurrection from the dead, and Ascension into heaven.... we offer to Thee our KING and GOD this 
bread and this cup." Mark here, "commemorating we offer," that is, we offer by commemorating. But 
this commemoration is made unto GOD to whom we offer. This is the tenour of all the Greek Liturgies, 
save that some, instead of "We offer unto Thee this bread and this cup," have "We offer unto Thee this 
dreadful and unbloody Sacrifice;" as that of Jerusalem (called St. James's Liturgy:) others, "this 
reasonable and unbloody Service;" as that of St. Chrysostom: others, ta sa ek twn swn "Thine own of 
Thine own;" as that of Basil and of Alexandria, (called St. Mark's:) but all Memnhmenoi prosferomen, 
Commemorantes offerimus, "commemorating, we offer." 

In the same form runs the Ordo Romanus, "Memores, Domine," &c. ..."We, 0 LORD, Thy servants, as 
also Thy holy people, being mindful both of the Blessed Passion and Resurrection from the dead, as also 
of the glorious Ascension into heaven, of the same CHRIST Thy Son our LORD, offer unto Thy excellent 
Majesty, of Thy own gifts, a pure Sacrifice, a holy Sacrifice, an immaculate Sacrifice, the holy bread of 
eternal life and the cup of everlasting salvation." Note here also Memores offerimus, "being mindful of," 
or "commemorating, we offer." 

Memores therefore in the Latin Canon is "commemorantes," which the Greek expresses better, 
Memnhmenoi: of the sense whereof that we may not doubt, hear the explication of that great council of 
Ephesus in this manner: kataggellonteV. "Showing forth the Death of the Only Begotten Son of GOD, 
that is, of JESUS CHRIST, as also confessing His Resurrection and Ascension into heaven, we celebrate in 
our Churches the unbloody Sacrifice" or "service."... 

I shall need allege no more of the Latin Liturgies; there is no material difference amongst them; so that, 
if you know the form of one, you know of all.... 

This may suffice for Liturgies. Now let us hear the Fathers speak. 

I quoted heretofore a passage of Justin Martyr affirming a twofold commemoration to be made in the 
Eucharist; the one of our "food dry and liquid," (as he speaks) that is, of our meat and drink, by agnizing 



and recording Him the LORD and Giver of the same; the other an anamnhsiV in the same food,--of the 
Passion of the Son of GOD. The first of these commemorations is made unto GOD; for to whom else 
should we tender our thankfulness for the creature? Ergo, the second, the commemoration of the 
Passion of the Son of GOD, is made to Him likewise. 

My next Father is Origen, Horn. 13. in Lev. cap. 24, where comparing the Eucharist to the shewbread 
which was every Sabbath set for a memorial before the LORD, Ista est, (saith he, meaning the 
Eucharist,)--"that's the only commemoration which renders GOD propitious to men." Where note that 
both this commemoration is made unto GOD, as that of the shewbread was; and that the end thereof is 
to make Him propitious to men.... 

My next witness is Eusebius, Demonst. Evang. lib. 1. cap. 10.--"After all these things done," saith he, 
speaking of Christ, "He made that so wonderful an oblation and excellent Sacrifice to GOD for the 
salvation of us all, appointing us to offer continually a Remembrance thereof instead of a Sacrifice." And 
again, toward the end of that chapter, having cited this place of Malachi, which I have chosen for my 
text, and alluding thereunto, "We offer the incense spoken of by the Prophet;" "we offer Sacrifice and 
incense, while we celebrate the remembrance of the Great Sacrifice according to the mysteries given to 
us by Him, and offer the Eucharist with holy hymns and prayers to God for the salvation of our souls; as 
also in that we consecrate ourselves wholly unto Him, and dedicate ourselves both soul and body to His 
High Priest the Word." 

But above all other, St. Chrysostom speaks so full and home to the point as nothing can be more; to wit, 
Horn. xvii. in Epist. ad Hebraeos. . . What then? (saith he). "Do not we offer every day?" He 
answers--"We offer indeed, but it is by making a commemoration of his death," &c. .. [Vid. sup. cit. pp. 
63. 66.] What can be more express than this is? 

Primasius is short, but no less to the purpose. "Our priests indeed offer," saith he, "but it is in 
remembrance of His death." St. Augustine calls it "Memoriale Sacrificium," a Sacrifice by way of 
remembrance," in his Book against Faustus. 

In a word, the Sacrifice of Christians is nothing but that one Sacrifice of CHRIST once offered upon the 
cross, again and again commemorated. 

Which is elegantly expressed by those words of St. Andrew, recorded in the history of his passion, 
written by the Presbyters of Achaia: where, /Egeas the proconsul requiring of him to sacrifice to idols, he 
is said to have answered thus;--"l sacrifice daily to ALMIGHTY GOD, but what? not the smoke of 
frankincense, nor the flesh of bellowing bulls, nor the blood of goats: no, but I offer daily the unspotted 
Lamb of GOD on the Altar of the Cross; whose Flesh and Blood though all the faithful eat and drink of, 
yet after all this notwithstanding, the Lamb that was sacrificed remains entire and alive still." This riddle, 
though /Egeas the proconsul were not able to unfold, I make no question but you are. And here I 
conclude.-pp. 376-379. 


DUPPA, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR. 

[Note inserted just before the Prayer for the Church Militant, in a copy of the Book of Common Prayer, 
which belonged to Bp. Duppa, with marginal notes in his handwriting, written during the rebellion. The 
book is preserved in the Bodleian Library, Arch. D. 59.] 



In the primitive Church, the Offertory was a considerable part in the administering and receiving the 
Sacrament, and was for a double end, the one in relation to the Sacrament in the offering of bread and 
wine, the other for the use of the poor. And these oblations were called a Sacrifice. 


COMPILERS OF THE SCOTCH PRAYER BOOK. 

[The following passage from Laud's "History of his Troubles and Trial," (pp. 113--115.) shows, among 
others, that the Scotch Common Prayer Book, was indeed compiled by the Bishops of that Church, and 
not (as was afterwards alleged) by Laud. 


'"The Large Declaration professeth, that all the variation of our Book from the Book of England, that ever 
the king understood, was in such things as the Scottish humours would better comply with, than with 
that which stood in the English Service.' 

"That which the 'Large Declaration' professeth, I leave the author of it to make good. Yet, whosoever 
was the author, thus much I can say, and truly, that the Scottish Bishops (some of them) did often say to 
me, that the people would be better satisfied by much, to have a Liturgy composed by their own 
Bishops, (as this was,) than to have the Service Book of England put upon them. . . . This I remember 
well, that when a deliberation was held, whether it were better to keep close to the English Liturgy, or 
venture upon some additions, some of your Scottish Bishops were very earnest to have some alterations 
and some additions. And they gave this for their reason; because, if they did not then make that Book as 
perfect as they could, they should never be able to get it perfected after. 'Canterbury,' therefore, was 
not the man 'that added this fuel to your fire.' 

"But they say; ' there are divers secret reasons of this change' in the order [of the Communion], Surely 
there was reason for it, else why a change? But that there was any hidden secret reason for it (more 
than that the Scottish Prelates thought fit that Book should differ in some things from ours in England; 
and yet that no difference could be more safe than those which were in the order of the Prayers; 
especially, since both they and we were of opinion, that of the two, this order came nearest to the 
Primitive Church,) truly, I neither know nor believe."] 


Sentences for the Offertory. 


[In the present Scotch Communion Office, the Offertory stands thus:-- 
Then the Deacon or Presbyter shall say, 

Let us present our offerings unto the Lord with reverence and godly fear. 

Then the Presbyter shall begin the Offertory, saying one or more of these sentences. 

["The sentences are the same as those in the old Scotch Prayer Book, with this single exception, that 1 



Chron. xxix. 10, is not inserted in its order, being reserved for a particular place, where it is introduced 
with peculiar propriety; for when the Presbyter places the bason containing the offering on the holy 
table, then he repeats 1 Chron. xxix. 10."] 

And the Presbyter shall then offer up, and place the Bread and Wine prepared for the Sacrament upon 
the Lord's Table, and shall say, 

The Lord be with you, &c. 

See Bp. Horsley's "Collation of Offices," in Skinner's "Office for the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, or 
Holy Communion, according to the use of the Episcopal Church in Scotland."--p. 173, sqq.] 

Gen. iv. 3. And in process of time it came to pass, that Cain brought of the fruit of the ground an offering 
unto the LORD: and Abel, he also brought of the firstlings of his flock, and of the fat thereof. And the 
LORD had respect unto Abel, and to his offering: but unto Cain and to his offering he had not respect. 

Speak unto the children of Israel, that they bring me an offering: of every man that giveth it willingly 
with his heart, ye shall take my offering. Exod. xxv. 2. 

Ye shall not appear before the LORD empty: every man shall give as he is able, according to the blessing 
of the LORD your GOD, which he hath given you. Deut. xvi. 16. 

David blessed the Lord before all the congregation: and said, Blessed be Thou, 0 LORD GOD, for ever 
and ever. Thine, 0 LORD, is the greatness, and the glory, and the victory, and the majesty; for all that is 
in the heaven, and in the earth, is Thine: Thine is the kingdom, 0 LORD, and Thou art exalted as head 
above all: both riches and honour come of Thee, and of Thine own do we give unto Thee. I know also, 
my GOD, that Thou triest the heart, and hast pleasure in uprightness. As for me, in the uprightness of 
my heart, I have willingly offered all these things. And now have I seen with joy Thy people which are 
present here, to offer willingly unto Thee. 1 Chron. xxix. 

Give unto the LORD the glory due unto His name: bring an offering, and come into His courts. Psal. xcvi. 
8 . 

Lay not up for yourselves, &c. Matt. vi. 19, 20. 

H While the Presbyter distinctly pronounceth some or all of these sentences for the Offertory, the 
Deacon, or (if no such be present) one of the Churchwardens, shall receive the Devotions of the people 
then present, in a Bason provided for that purpose. And when all have offered, he shall reverently bring 
the said Bason, with the oblations therein, and deliver it to the Presbyter, mho shall humbly present it 
before the Lord, and set it upon the holy Table. And the Presbyter shall then offer up, and place the 
Bread and Wine prepared for the Sacrament upon the Lord's Table, that it may be ready for that service: 
And then he shall say,- 

Let us pray for the whole state of Christ's Church, &c. ALMIGHTY and everliving GOD, who by Thy holy 
Apostle hast taught us to make prayers and supplications, and to give thanks for all men, &c. . . .truly 
serving Thee in holiness and righteousness all the days of their life. And we commend especially unto 
Thy merciful goodness, the congregation which is here assembled in Thy Name, to celebrate the 
commemoration of the most precious death and sacrifice of Thy Son and our SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST. 
And we most humbly beseech Thee, of Thy goodness, 0 LORD, &c.... 


[Prayer of Consecration.] 



[In the present Scotch Communion Office, the Form of Consecration stands thus; "All glory be to Thee, 
Almighty God, for that Thou, of Thy tender mercy, &c."] 


ALMIGHTY GOD, our heavenly Father, which of Thy tender mercy, didst give Thine only Son JESUS 
CHRIST to suffer death upon the cross for our redemption, who ["Who (by His own oblation of Himself 
once offered) made."] made there (by His one oblation of Himself once offered,) &c. . . . and did 
institute, and in His holy Gospel command us to continue a perpetual memory ["Memorial."] of that His 
precious death and sacrifice, until His coming again; ["For, in the night, &c."] . . Hear us, 0 merciful 
Father, we most humbly beseech Thee, and of Thy Almighty goodness vouchsafe so to bless and sanctify 
with Thy word and Holy Spirit, these Thy gifts and creatures of bread and wine, that they may be unto us 
the Body and Blood of Thy most dearly beloved Son: so that we, receiving them according to Thy Son 
our SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST'S holy institution, may be partakers of His most precious Body and Blood; 
who, in the night that He was betrayed, &c.. .in remembrance of Me. 

H Immediately after shall be said thin Memorial, or Prayer of Oblation, as followeth:- 

Wherefore, 0 Lord and heavenly Father, according to the institution of Thy dearly beloved Son, our 
SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, we Thy humble servants do celebrate and make here before Thy divine Majesty, 
with these Thy holy gifts, ["Which we now offer unto Thee."] the memorial which Thy Son hath willed us 
to make, having in remembrance His blessed passion, ["And precious death, His mighty resurrection."] 
mighty resurrection, and glorious ascension, rendering unto Thee most hearty thanks for the 
innumerable benefits procured unto us by the same. And we entirely desire, &c. 

[In the present office, here follows, out of the Prayer of Consecration, "And we most humbly beseech 
Thee, 0 merciful Father, to hear us; and of Thy Almighty goodness vouchsafe to bless and sanctify with 
Thy word and Holy Spirit, these Thy gifts and creatures of bread and wine, that they may become the 
Body and Blood of Thy most dearly beloved Son. And we earnestly desire, &c. And here we humbly 
present unto Thee, beseeching Thee," &c. [as in the old Scotch Prayer Book, except that the word 
"filled" is used instead of "fulfilled."] 

After the Prayer of Oblation and Invocation, follows the Prayer for the whole state of Christ's 
Church--See Bp. Horsley's "Collation."] 


NICHOLSON, BISHOP.-Exposition of the Catechism. 


A "remembrance" of it: the Sacrament was "ordained for" that end. On all hands it is agreed, that it is a 
Sacrifice of commemoration.--p. 209. 

A command there is, that upon the first day of the week (a day appointed for the Sacrifice), every man 
should set apart somewhat for the use of the poor.--p. 210. 

BRAMHALL, ARCHBISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Answer to M. de la Militiere's Epistle to the King. [Epistle to 
the King of Great Britain, wherein he inviteth his majesty to forsake the Church of England, and to 
embrace the Roman Catholic Religion.] 

First, you say, we have renounced your Sacrifice of the Mass. If the Sacrifice of the Mass be the same 
with the Sacrifice of the Cross, we attribute more unto it than yourselves: we place our whole hope of 



salvation in it. If you understand another propitiatory Sacrifice, distinct from that (as this of the Mass 
seems to be, for confessedly the priest is not the same, the altar is not the same, the temple is not the 
same); if you think of any new meritorious satisfaction to GOD for the sins of the world, or of any new 
supplement to the merits of CHRIST'S Passion, you must give us leave to renounce your Sacrifice indeed, 
and to adhere to the Apostle: "by one offering He hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified." 
Heb. x. 14. 

Surely you cannot think that CHRIST did actually sacrifice Himself at His last supper; (for then He had 
redeemed the world at His last supper, then His subsequent Sacrifice upon the cross had been 
superfluous); nor that the priest now doth more than CHRIST did then. We do readily acknowledge an 
Eucharistical Sacrifice of prayers and praises; we profess a commemoration of the Sacrifice of the cross; 
and, in the language of holy Church, things commemorated are related as if they were then acted: as 
"ALMIGHTY GOD, who hast given us Thy Son [as this day] to be born of a pure virgin;" and, "whose 
praise the younger innocents have [this day] set forth;" and, between the Ascension and Pentecost, 
"which hast exalted Thy Son JESUS CHRIST with great triumph into Heaven, we beseech Thee leave us 
not comfortless, but send unto us thy Holy Spirit." We acknowledge a representation of that Sacrifice to 
GOD the Father; we acknowledge an imputation of the benefit of it; we maintain an application of its 
virtue: so here is a commemorative, impetrative, applicative Sacrifice. Speak distinctly, and I cannot 
understand what you can desire more. To make it a suppletory Sacrifice, to supply the defects of the 
only true Sacrifice of the cross, I hope both you and I abhor.-Works, pp. 35, 6. 


ID.-Protestants' Ordination defended. 


His third argument is contained in the sixth section. "The English superintendents, after their fall from 
the Roman Church, neither intended to give those holy orders instituted by CHRIST, neither did the 
ordained intend to receive them. For the priesthood instituted by CHRIST comprehended two functions, 
the one appertaining to the real Body of CHRIST, to complete it and offer it to GOD; the other, over the 
mystical Body of CHRIST, to remit sins. But, with the Protestants, the consecrating bishops do not intend 
to give, nor the consecrated ministers to receive either of these two functions, but on the contrary, do 
deny them, and disdain them. Therefore, notwithstanding their character, they have not those sacred 
orders which were instituted by CHRIST. But their ordination is a mere personation of that Sacrament... 
To his argument then I answer... 

Thirdly, to his two functions of consecrating and remitting sin, Protestants do intend to confer them 
both, so far as either CHRIST did confer them, or the blessed Apostles execute them. Doubtless they 
know their own intentions better than S. N. He who saith, "Take thou authority to exercise the office of 
a priest in the Church of GOD," (as the Protestant consecraters do,) doth intend all things requisite to 
the priestly function, and among the rest, to offer a representative Sacrifice, to commemorate and to 
apply the Sacrifice which CHRIST made upon the Cross. But for any other Sacrifice, distinct from that 
which is propitiatory, meritorious, and satisfactory by its proper virtue and power, the Scriptures do not 
authorize, the Fathers did not believe, the Protestants do not receive any such. This is a certain truth, 
that the Passion of CHRIST is the only ransom and propitiation for sin.-pp. 992, 3. 

In the next place he goes about to refute Mr. Mason, a Protestant writer who saith, that we have purged 
that holy priesthood which CHRIST ordained, from the corruptions of sacrificing and shrift, which the 
Romanists had added. So saith he, "The whole question is brought to this issue, whether our SAVIOUR 



instituted a sacrificing priesthood, to which authority is given to remit sins in the Sacrament of 
penance." And concludes, "that if the Protestants have pared away these priestly functions, they have 
rejected the whole substance, and pared off the pith of CHRIST'S heavenly priesthood." In the name of 
GOD, what have we to do with CHRIST'S heavenly priesthood in this question, which is to make 
intercession and atonement for us to His FATHER, in respect whereof, He is called our Passover, our 
Propitiation, our Advocate, our Mediator; as St. Austin saith, "the same is the Priest, and the Sacrifice, 
and the Temple; the Priest by whom we are reconciled, the Sacrifice wherewith we are reconciled, the 
Temple wherein we are reconciled: but Priest, Sacrifice, Temple, and all, is GOD in the form of a 
servant." They are not the Protestants then, but the Romanists, who pare off the pith of CHRIST'S 
heavenly priesthood, who daily make as many distinct propitiatory Sacrifices as there are masses in the 
world, who mix the sufferings of the saints with the blood of CHRIST, to make up the treasury of the 
Church, who multiply their mediators, as the heathens did their tutelary gods, begging at their hands to 
receive them at the hour of death, to reconcile them to GOD, to be their advocates, their mediators, 
their propitiation, and briefly to do all those offices which belong to the heavenly priesthood of 
CHRIST. 

Thus he mistakes CHRIST'S heavenly priesthood for man's earthly priesthood; he mistakes the power or 
actions of the presbyterate for the essence of it. And lastly, he mistakes the tenet of his adversaries. Mr. 
Mason does not say, that the Protestants have pared away all manner of Sacrifices. First, they 
acknowledge spiritual and eucharistical Sacrifices, as prayers, praises, a contrite heart, alms, and the 
like. Secondly, they acknowledge a commemoration, or a representative Sacrifice, in the holy Eucharist. 
Thirdly, they teach that this is not nuda commemoratio, a bare commemoration without efficacy, but 
that the blessed Sacrament is a means ordained by CHRIST, to render us capable, and to apply unto us 
the virtue of that all-sufficient Sacrifice of infinite value, which CHRIST made upon the Cross; which is as 
far as the moderate Romanists dare go, in distinct and particular expressions. But the Protestants dare 
not say, that the holy Eucharist is a Sacrifice propitiatory in itself, by its own proper virtue and expiatory 
efficacy. Whatsoever power it hath, is in relation to the Sacrifice of CHRIST, as a means ordained to 
apply that to true believers. In sum, the essence of the Roman Sacrifice doth consist, according to the 
doctrine of their own schools, either in the consecration alone, or in the manducation alone, or both in 
the consecration and participation, but not at all either in the oblation before consecration, or in the 
oblation after consecration, or in the fraction or mixion. Seeing therefore the Protestants do retain both 
the consecration and consumption or communication, without all contradiction, under the name of a 
Sacrament, they have the very thing which the Romanists call a Sacrifice. How is the world amused with 
a show of empty names to no purpose!--pp. 996, 7. 


COSIN, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Collection of Private Devotions. Prayers before the Sacrament. 


I. ALMIGHTY LORD, who hast of Thine infinite mercy vouchsafed to ordain this dreadful Sacrament for a 
perpetual memory of that blessed Sacrifice which once Thou madest for us upon the cross; grant me, 
with such diligent remembrance, and such due reverence, to assist the holy celebration of so heavenly 
and wonderful a mystery, that I may be made worthy by Thy grace to obtain the virtue and fruits of the 
same, with all the benefits of Thy precious death and passion, even the remission of all my sins, and the 
fulness of all Thy graces; which I beg for Thy only merits, who art my only SAVIOUR, GOD from 
everlasting, and world without end. Amen. 




II. 0 LORD, our heavenly Father, Almighty and everlasting GOD, regard, we beseech Thee, the devotion 
of Thy humble servants, who do now celebrate the memorial which Thy Son our SAVIOUR hath 
commanded to be made in remembrance of His most blessed Passion and Sacrifice, that by the merits 
and power thereof, now represented before Thy divine Majesty, we and all Thy whole Church may 
obtain remission of our sins, and be made partakers of all other the benefits of His most precious death 
and passion, together with His mighty resurrection from the earth, and His glorious ascension into 
heaven, who liveth and reigneth with Thee and the Holy Ghost ever one GOD, world without end. Amen. 

III. Be pleased, 0 GOD, to accept of this our bounden duty and service, and command that the prayers 
and supplications, together with the remembrance of CHRIST'S Passion, which we now offer up unto 
Thee, may be received into Thy heavenly tabernacle; and that Thou not weighing our own merits, but 
looking upon the blessed Sacrifice of our SAVIOUR, which was once fully and perfectly made for us all, 
mayst pardon our offences, and replenish us with Thy grace and heavenly benediction, through the 
same JESUS CHRIST our LORD. 

ID.-Notes on the Common Prayer. 

[MS. Notes collected by Bishop Cosin, and written in an interleaved Common Prayer Book, in the Bishop 
of Durham's Library, printed 1636. See Additional Notes, in Nicholls on the Common Prayer.] 

"A perpetual memory."] ... It is peculiar to this celebration, that the death of our LORD is 
commemorated therein, not by bare words, as in other prayers, but also by certain sacred symbols, 
signs and sacraments, which, according to St. Austin, are a sort of "verba visibilia." "Nam dum frangitur 
hostia," &c. (Lib. 19. cont. Faust, cap. 16.) 

There is indeed a remembrance and a prayer, both within and without this most holy Sacrament; 
because the body of CHRIST, which was delivered to death, is exhibited therein; and besides, by 
symbolical or sacramental actions, the delivery of His Body, and the effusion of His Blood, are figured 
out; therefore the ancients love to call the commemoration peculiar to this Sacrament, a 
"Commemorative Sacrifice," and the prayer, an "Oblation:" both these words being taken properly, but 
in an improper and large or metaphorical signification. It is a known passage, that of St. Austin in his 
Epistle to Boniface, "Die Dominico dicimus." "Now by the same figure as CHRIST is said to have risen that 
day by which the remembrance of his resurrection is celebrated, so is He said to be sacrificed in the 
Eucharist, because therein the memory of His Sacrifice is performed:" and likewise that place in 
Fulgentius is remarkable, de Fid. ad Pet. cap. 19. Firmissime tene, &c. .. . Euseb. Demonstr. Evang. lib, 2. 
sub fin. Ejus Sacrificii memoriam, &c. 

It pleased the Synod at Trent (not long after this Liturgy of ours was published) to lay their curse (their 
"Anathema") upon all them that held the "celebration of this Sacrament to be made a commemoration 
only of CHRIST'S Sacrifice upon the cross; or that said, it was not a true propitiatory Sacrifice, but a 
Sacrifice only of praise and thanksgiving; or that taught any more, that this Sacrifice profited none but 
those who communicate of it, and was not truly offered up for the sins, pains, and satisfactions of the 
living and the dead." Sess. 22. For thus they declared themselves in ambiguous words, which, as they 
may have a right and true sense put upon them, so are they capable of a wrong and a false, if they 
intended them (as they did) against us. For we do not hold this celebration to be so naked a 
commemoration of CHRIST'S Body given to death, and of His Blood there shed for us; but that the same 
Body and Blood is present there in this commemoration (made by the Sacrament of bread and wine) lo 
all that faithfully receive it: nor do we say, it is so made a Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, but that, 
by our prayers also added, we offer and present the death of CHRIST to GOD, that for His death's sake 



we may find mercy; in which respect we deny not this commemorative Sacrifice to be propitiatory. The 
receiving of which Sacrament, or participating of which Sacrifice exhibited to us, we say is profitable only 
to them that receive it, and participate of it; but the prayers that we add thereunto, in presenting the 
death and merits of our SAVIOUR to GOD, is [are] not only beneficial to them that are present, but to 
them that are absent also, to the dead and living both, to all true members of the Catholic Church of 
CHRIST: but a true real presence and propitiatory Sacrifice of CHRIST, toties quoties, as this Sacrament is 
celebrated, which is the Popish doctrine, and which cannot be done without killing of CHRIST so often 
again, we hold not; believing it to be a false and blasphemous doctrine, founding ourselves upon the 
Apostle's doctrine, that CHRIST was sacrificed but once, and that now He dieth no more.--p. 46. 

"Do this in remembrance"--"Drink this in remembrance."] That is, of CHRIST put to death, and sacrificed 
for us upon the cross, which is the Sacrifice which He truly and properly once made, and whereof we 
only make a commemoration or representation, toties quoties, as often as we celebrate this His 
Sacrament, and observe the precept which He gave us about it. 

But as much as the breaking of bread, or the pouring out of wine, or the mystical taking of the Body and 
Blood of CHRIST, is far different from being the true suffering and death of our LORD, and the separation 
of the Soul from our LORD'S Body, so is the Sacrifice of the Eucharist far from being a Sacrifice of a 
proper and strict nomination; and this denominated from that only extrinsically as the image of its 
prototype.--;P- 48, 

"This our Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving,"] i. e. this Sacrifice of our Eucharist. In which regard, and in 
divers other besides, the Eucharist may, by allusion, analogy, and extrinsical denomination, be fitly 
called a Sacrifice, and the LORD'S table an Altar; the one relating to the other; though neither of them 
can be strictly and properly so termed. 

It is the custom of Scripture, to describe the service of GOD under the New Testament, be it either 
internal or external, by the terms which otherways most properly belonged to the Old; as "immolation," 
"offering," "sacrifice," and "altar." And, indeed, the Sacrament of the Eucharist carries the name of a 
Sacrifice; and the table, whereon it is celebrated, an altar of oblation, in a far higher sense, than any of 
their former Sacrifices did, which were but the types and figures of those services, that are performed in 
recognition and memory of CHRIST'S one Sacrifice, once offered upon the altar of His cross. The 
prophecy of Malachi, concerning the Church under the New Testament ("My name is great among the 
Gentiles, and they shall offer a sacrifice unto me, a pure oblation." Mai. i. 10.), applied by the Doctors of 
the Roman Church to their proper Sacrifice (as they call it) of the Mass, is interpreted and applied by the 
ancient Fathers, sometimes in general to all the acts of our Christian religion, and sometimes in 
particular to the Eucharist; that is, the act of our prayers and thanksgiving for the Sacrifice of CHRIST 
once made for us upon the cross, (as here we use in the Church of England) Hieron. in hunc locum, &c. . 
. . The Church of England herein followeth the Holy Scriptures, and the ancient Fathers. Psal. 1. 14. 
Hos.xiv. 3. Heb. xiii. 15, &c.... 

"That by the merits and death," &c.] "Insigne admodum Sacrificii genus," &c. A very excellent kind of 
Sacrifice is this: for to beseech and pray to GOD the Father by CHRIST'S death and merits, is nothing else, 
but to offer CHRIST and CHRIST'S death and merits to GOD the Father; therefore, in the celebration of 
the Sacrament of the Eucharist, GOD'S Son and His Son's death (which is the most true Sacrifice) is 
represented by us to GOD the Father, and by the same representation, commemoration, and 
obtestation, is "offered;" and that (as will appear from what will be afterwards said) for the living and 
for the dead, i. e. for the whole Church: for, as CHRIST Himself, now He is in heaven, does appear in the 
presence of GOD for us, making intercession for us, (Heb. ix. 20. Rom. viii. 34.) and does present and 



offer Himself and His death to GOD; so also the Church upon earth, which is His body, when it beseeches 
GOD for His sake and His death, does also represent and offer Him, and His death, and consequently 
that Sacrifice which was performed on the cross: for no one is so blind, as not to see the difference 
between a "proper offering," which was once performed by His death on the cross, and between an 
"improper offering," which is now made either in heaven, by that His appearance on our behalf, or here 
on earth, by prayers and representation, or obtestation, or commemoration, there being only the same 
common name for these, but a very wide difference in the things themselves. But if any one does 
consider the true nature of a Sacrifice, he will find, that to have a live thing which is offered to GOD 
destroyed, is not a Sacrifice properly so called, but improperly only, and by external denomination. 

It appears therefore how this may be called a Sacrifice, and how it may not; which is to be observed; for 
if we take a Sacrifice properly and formally, whether for the action of sacrificing (as it is at this day taken 
by the Roman priests), then truly, although, by the commemoration and representation, it be the same 
numerical Sacrifice with that which was offered on the Cross, yet the action itself, or the oblation which 
is now made by us in the Eucharist, agrees neither in species nor genus with the oblation or immolation 
which was on the Cross. For there is no form or reason of the oblation given, which can be univocally 
predicated of that; for upon the Cross the oblation was made by a true destruction and death of the live 
thing, without which no Sacrifice properly so called can be; but in our Eucharist there is a Sacrifice made 
by prayers, a commemoration, and a representation, which is not properly a Sacrifice. But nothing 
hinders, but that the Eucharist may be accounted and called the commemorative Sacrifice of the proper 
Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST, which our LORD Himself hath taught us, when He said, "This do in 
remembrance of Me." 

'That we and all Thy whole Church may obtain remission of our sins, and all other benefits of His 
passion."] Whereby all "the whole Church" is to be understood, as well those who have been 
heretofore, and those who shall be hereafter, as those that are now the present members of it. And 
hereupon my Lord of Winchester, Bishop Andrews, propounded his answer to Cardinal Perron, when he 
said, "We have and offer this Sacrifice both for the living and for the dead: as well for them that are 
absent, as those that be present;" or words to this purpose, for I have not the book now by me_ 

So that the virtue of this Sacrifice (which is here in this Prayer of Oblation commemorated and 
represented) doth not only extend itself to the living, and those that are present, but likewise to them 
that are absent, and them that are already departed, or shall in time to come live and die in the faith of 
CHRIST: Which thing being observed, several expressions of the ancients, concerning the Sacrifice and 
Oblation of the Church for the living and the dead, (which otherways at first view may seem difficult) 
may be cleared up and easily explained; for they thought of nothing less than of the "opus operatum" of 
the popish mass, and a Sacrifice so called, which the Romish priests (not the reformed) pretend and 
boast, though without ground, "toties quoties," to offer up. But we, with the ancient Fathers, assert and 
teach, that in the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper, among the ancients, there was no other oblation 
made for the living and the dead, but only that the priest or presbyter, standing before the holy table, 
prayed to GOD for them for the sake of CHRIST, and CHRIST'S Passion and death. 

Therefore we do not depart from the tradition of antiquity, and the custom of the universal Church in 
this matter. 

"To offer unto Thee any Sacrifice."] The celebration of this Sacrament may for divers reasons be called a 
Sacrifice; and we do acknowledge, that by the ancient Church it was so called; but yet we deny that 
there is any reason why it should be called a "true Sacrifice," and "properly so called," or ought to be so; 
for when we call any thing a true Sacrifice, we have regard to the formal reason of a Sacrifice, and not 



the final. For the end is to pay worship and obedience to GOD, and to do what GOD approves and 
accounts acceptable to Him. For whatsoever work is of this kind, is by S. Austin called a true Sacrifice_ 


So that by the ancients and us, the celebration of this Sacrament is called a Sacrifice, yea a true Sacrifice 
in the manner we have explained it in. First, because it is a sensible rite, supplying the place of sensible 
things. Secondly, because, when it is celebrated, those things are wont to be offered, which were used 
in Sacrifices, or at least went to the use of the ministers of the Church, or the poor, which in scriptural 
phrase are called "Sacrifices acceptable to GOD." Thirdly, because therein thanks are given to GOD, and 
prayers are poured out, which in Scripture are styled by the name of "Sacrifice." Fourthly, because by 
these prayers the Passion, Death and Merits of CHRIST, are offered up to GOD the FATHER by 
commemoration and representation. As we showed before that S. Austin spoke.--pp. 49--51. 


ID.-Paper concerning the Differences, &c. 

[A Paper concerning the Differences in the chief points of Religion betwixt the Church of Rome and the 
Church of England, written to the late Countess of Peterborough.-Hickes's Controversial Letters, vol. i. 
Appendix, Paper i.] 


The Differences. 


5. That the priests offer up our SAVIOUR in the mass, as a real, proper, and propitiatory Sacrifice for the 
quick and the dead; and that whosoever believes it not is eternally damned. 


Our Agreements. 


7. In commemorating at the Eucharist the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Body and Blood once truly offered for us. 


HEYLYN, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-Antidotum Lincolniense. 


For when our blessed LORD and SAVIOUR had, by that one offering of Himself once for all, "perfected 
for ever all them that are sanctified," and "by His own blood entered into the holy place" and "obtained 
eternal redemption for us," there was forthwith an end of all those sacrifices in the law, by which this 
one of His had been prefigured. . . .Yet did not CHRIST deprive His Church for ever of all manner of 
Sacrifices, but only abrogated those which had been before; which, if continued, might have been a 
strong presumption of His not coming in the flesh; in which respect, those, and all other ceremonies of 
the Jews, are by the Fathers said to be, not only dangerous, but deadly, to us Christian men. The Passion 



of our SAVIOUR, as, by the LORD'S own ordinance, it was prefigured to the Jews in the legal Sacrifices, a 
parte ante; so by CHRIST'S institution, it is to be commemorated by us Christians in the holy Supper, a 
parte post. A Sacrifice it was in figure, a Sacrifice in fact, and so, by consequence, a Sacrifice in the 
commemorations, or upon the post-fact. A Sacrifice there was among the Jews, shewing forth CHRIST'S 
death unto them, before His coming in the flesh: a Sacrifice there must be amongst the Christians, to 
show forth the Lord's death till He come in judgment. And if a Sacrifice there must be, there must be 
also Priests to do, and Altars whereupon to do it; because, without a Priest and Altar, there can be no 
Sacrifice: yet so that the precedent Sacrifice was of a different nature from the subsequent; and so are 
also both the Priest and Altar from those before: a bloody Sacrifice then, an unbloody now; a Priest 
derived from Aaron then, from Melchisedec now; an Altar for Mosaical Sacrifices then, for Evangelical 
now;--the Sacrifice prescribed by CHRIST, qui novi testamenti, &c. ["who taught the new oblation of the 
New Testament,"] saith Irenaeus, I. iv. c. 32. "Who the same night in which He was betrayed, took bread, 

&c.Do this, as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me." Which words, if they express not plain 

enough the nature of the Sacrifice to be commemorative, we may take those that follow by way of 
commentary; "for as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the LORD'S death till He 
come."-pp. 137-139. 


Of any expiatory Sacrifice, of any offering up of CHRIST for the quick and dead, more than had been 
done by Him once, and once for all, those blessed ages never dreamt. And howsoever some of the 
ancient Fathers did amplify, with the choicest of their rhetoric, the dignity and nature of this holy 
Sacrament, the better to influence the people with a lively zeal, at their partaking of the same; yet they 
meant nothing less, than to give any opportunity to the future ages, of making that an expiatory 
Sacrifice, which they did only teach to be commemorative, or representative of our SAVIOUR'S Passion. 
A Sacrifice they did confess it. Altars and Priests they did allow of, as necessary thereunto; not thinking 
fit to change those terms, which had been recommended to them from pure antiquity. Those blessed 
spirits were not lohomacoi, contentious about words and forms of speech, in which there was not 
manifest impiety. The Supper of the LORD they called sometimes a Sacrifice, and sometimes a memorial 
of the Sacrifice,-and so St. Chrysostom on the 9th chapter to the Hebrews, sometimes a Sacrifice, and 
sometimes a Sacrament, and so St. Austin for example; for, in his book de Civitate Dei, he calleth it a 
Sacrifice; and saith, that it succeeded in the place of those legal Sacrifices, mentioned in the Old 
Testament. The same St. Austin, as you tell us, doth in the same book call it a Sacrament of memory; . .. 
and I am sure, that in the very same book it is called "the Sacrament of the Altar:" which was a very 
common appellation among the Fathers, as was acknowledged by the Martyrs in queen Mary's time. So 
for the Minister thereof, they called him sometimes Presbyter, and sometimes Sacerdos, Elder, or Priest, 
indifferently, without doubt or scruple. . . The Table, or the Altar, were to them such indifferent words, 
that they used them both equally.... So that, in all this search into antiquity, we find a general consent in 
the Church of GOD, touching the business now in hand: the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper being 
confessed to be a Sacrifice; the Minister therein, entitled by the name of Priest; that on which the Priest 

did consecrate, being as usually called by the name of Altar, as by that of Table. Not an improper 

Altar, and an improper Sacrifice, as you idly dream of: for Sacrifices, Priests, and Altars being relatives, as 
yourself confesseth, the Sacrifice and the Altar being improper, must needs infer that even our 
Priesthood is improper also; and we may speak in proper and significant terms, as the Fathers did, 
without approving either the Popish mass, or the Jewish sacrifices.-pp. 155-8. 

It were an infinite labour to sum up all places of and in the Rubrics, wherein the Minister is called by the 
name of Priest; which being so, as so it is, and that your own self hath told us that Altar, Priest, and 
Sacrifice are relatives, the Church of England, keeping still as well the office of Priesthood, as the name 
of Priest, must needs admit of Altars, and of Sacrifices, as things peculiar to the Priesthood. But, not to 





trust so great a matter to your rules of logic, we will next see, what is the judgment of the Church in the 
point of Sacrifice. Two ways there are by which the Church declares herself in the present business: first, 
positively, in the Book of Articles and that of Homilies; and practically, in the Book of Common Prayer. 
First, in the Articles; (Art. xxxi.) "The offering of CHRIST once made," &c. . . .This Sacrifice or oblation, 
once for ever made, and never more to be repeated, was, by our SAVIOUR'S own appointment, to be 
commemorated and represented to us, for the better quickening of our faith: whereof, if there be 
nothing said in the Book of Articles, it is because the Articles related chiefly unto points in controversy; 
but in the Book of Homilies, which do relate unto the Articles, as confirmed in them, and are (though not 
dogmatical, but rather popular discourses,) a comment, as it were, on those points of doctrine, which 
are determined of elsewhere, we find it thus: (Horn, of the Sacrament, Part ii. p. 197.) "That the great 
love of our SAVIOUR CHRIST to mankind doth not only appear, in that dear bought benefit of our 
redemption, and satisfaction by His death and Passion, but also in that He hath so kindly provided that 
the same most merciful work might be had in continual remembrance. Amongst the which means is the 
public celebration of the memory of His precious death at the LORD'S table:--our SAVIOUR having 
ordained and established the remembrance of His great mercy expressed in His Passion, in the 
institution of His heavenly Supper." Here is a commemoration of that blessed Sacrifice which CHRIST 
once offered, a public celebration of the memory thereof, and a continual remembrance of it by Himself 
ordained. Which, if it seem not full enough for the commemorative Sacrifice, in the Church observed, 
the Homily will tell us further; "that this LORD'S Supper is in such wise to be done and ministered, as our 
LORD and SAVIOUR did, and commanded it to be done; as His holy Apostles used it; and the good 
Fathers in the primitive Church frequented it." So that whatever hath been proved to be the purpose of 
the institution, the practice of the holy Apostles, and usage of the ancient Fathers, will fall within the 
meaning and intention of the Church of England. 

For better manifesting of the which intention, we will next look into the Agenda, the public Liturgy of 
this Church. Where first we find it granted, that "CHRIST our SAVIOUR is the very Paschal Lamb that was 
offered for us, and hath taken away the sin of the world;" (Preface on Easter Day.) that suffering "death 
upon the cross for our redemption," He "made there by His one oblation of Himself once offered, a full, 
perfect, and sufficient Sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world;" (Prayer of 
Consecration.) "and, to the end that we should always remember, &c. . . He hath instituted and 
ordained holy mysteries, as pledges of His love and continual remembrance of His death;" (Exhortation 
before the Communion.) "instituting, and in His holy Gospel commanding us to continue a perpetual 
memory of that His precious death till His coming again." (Prayer of Consecration.) Then followeth the 
consecration of the creatures of bread and wine, for a remembrance of His death and Passion, in the 
same words and phrases which CHRIST our SAVIOUR, recommended unto His Apostles, and the Apostles 
to the Fathers of the primitive times: which now, as then, is to be done only by the Priest, ("then the 
Priest standing up, shall say as followeth,") to whom it properly belonged], and upon whom his 
ordination doth confer a power of ministering the Sacraments, not given to any other order in the holy 
Ministry. The memory or commemoration of CHRIST'S death thus celebrated, is called (Prayer after the 
Communion) a Sacrifice, a "Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving;" a Sacrifice, representative of that one 
and only expiatory Sacrifice, which CHRIST once offered for us all: the whole communicants "beseeching 

GOD to grant, that," &c.Nor stay they there, but forthwith "offer and present unto the LORD 

themselves, their souls, and bodies, to be a reasonable, holy, and lively Sacrifice unto Him:" and, 
howsoever, as they most humbly do acknowledge, they are "unworthy through their manifold sins, to 
offer to Him any Sacrifice, yet they beseech Him to accept that their bounden duty and service." In 
which last words, that present service which they do to ALMIGHTY GOD, according to their "bounden 
duties," in celebrating the "perpetual memory of CHRIST'S precious death," and the oblation of 
themselves, and, with themselves "the Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving," in due acknowledgment of 




the benefits and comforts by His death received, is humbly offered unto GOD, for and as a Sacrifice, and 
publicly avowed for such, as from the tenour and coherence of the words doth appear most plainly. Put 
all together which hath been here delivered from the Book of Articles, the Homilies, and public Liturgy, 
and tell me if you ever found a more excellent concord, than this between Eusebius and the Church of 
England, in the present business: our SAVIOUR'S Sacrifice upon the cross, called there, to tou pantoV 
kosmou kaqarsion, and here acknowledged to be the "perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction 
for all the sins of the whole world." . . The memory or commemoration of this His death, called there, 
tou aswmatoV autou kai tou aimatoV upomnhsin, and here, (Horn.) the public "celebration of the 
memory" of His precious death, at the LORD'S table; there, mnhmhn tou megalou qumatoV, here, 
(Horn.) the remembrance of His great mercy expressed in His Passion; there, for the offering of this 
Sacrifice to ALMIGHTY GOD, pantwV kai ierwsunhV &c. there was a Priesthood thought to be very 
necessary, and, here, the Priest alone hath power to consecrate the creatures of bread and wine, for a 
remembrance of His death and Passion; there, the whole action, as it relates to Priest and people, is 
called qusian ainesewV, and here, the Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving; there, taV logikaV qusiaV kai 
ieroprepeV quma, here, in the selfsame words, a "reasonable and holy Sacrifice:" there, the 
communicants do offer to the LORD sfaV autouV, swmati kai yuch and here they do present unto Him 
theirselves, souls, and bodies; finally, there it is said, quomen thn mnhmhn tou melou qumatoV, that 
they do sacrifice unto the LORD the memory of that great oblation; i. c. as he expounds himself, they 
offer to Him the commemoration of the same, anti thV qusiaV, for, and as a Sacrifice; and here, we do 
beseech the LORD to accept this our "bounden duty and service," for, and as a Sacrifice, which, 
notwithstanding, we confess ourselves "unworthy to offer" to Him. Never did Church agree more 
perfectly with the ancient patterns.--pp. 159--164. 


ID.—Life and Death of Archbishop Laud, Necessary Introduction. 


The Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper they (the first Reformers) called the Sacrament of the Altar, as 
appears plainly by the statute 1st Edward VI., entituled, "An Act against such as speak unreverently 
against the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, commonly called the Sacrament of the altar." 
For which consult the body of the Act itself. Or, secondly, by Bishop Ridley, (one of the chief Compilers 
of the Common Prayer Book,) who doth not only call it the "Sacrament of the Altar," affirming thus, 
"that in the Sacrament of the altar is the natural Body and Blood of CHRIST," &c. but, in his reply to an 
argument of the Bishop of Lincoln's, taken out of St. Cyril, he doth resolve it thus, viz. "The word 'Altar' 
in the Scripture signified) as well the altar whereon the Jews were wont to offer their burnt Sacrifice, as 
the Table of the LORD'S Supper: and that St. Cyril meaneth by this word Altar, not the Jewish altar, but 
the Table of the LORD," &c. (Acts and Mon. part iii. p. 492. 497.) Thirdly, by Bishop Latimer, his fellow 
martyr, who plainly grants, "That the LORD'S Table may be called an Altar, and that the Doctors called it 
so in many places, though there be no propitiatory Sacrifice, but only CHRIST." (Part ii. p. 85.) Fourthly, 
by the several affirmations of John Lambert, and John Philpot, two learned and religious men, whereof 
the one suffered death for religion under Henry VIII., the other in the fiery time of Queen Mary,-this 
Sacrament being called by both, "the Sacrament of the altar" in their several times: for which consult 
the Acts and Monuments, commonly called the Book of Martyrs.-p. 21. 

Here, then, we have the word, the "altar," sed ubi est victima holocausti; (as Isaac said unto his father,) 
"but where is the lamb for the burnt-offering?" (Gen. xxii. 7.) Assuredly, if the Priest and Altar be so 
near, the lamb for the burnt-offering cannot be far off, even the most blessed "Lamb of GOD, which 



taketh away the sins of the world," as the Scripture styles Him, whose Passion we find commemorated 
in the Sacrament of the Altar, as before is said; called for the same reason by St. Augustine, in his 
Enchiridion, Sacrificium altaris, "the Sacrifice of the altar;" by the English Liturgy, in the Prayer next after 
the participation, the "Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving" (Sacrificium laudis); by Chrysostom, 
AnamnhsiV thV qusiaV, "the remembrance of a Sacrifice;" by many learned writers amongst ourselves, a 
"commemorative Sacrifice." For thus saith Bishop Andrews in his answer to Cardinal Bellarmine, (c. 8.) 

"Tollite," &c.The like we find in Bishop Morton. . . But what need any thing have been said for the 

proof hereof, when the most Rev. Archbishop Cranmer, one (and the chief) of the compilers of the 
public Liturgy, and one who suffered death for opposing the Sacrifice of the Mass, distinguisheth most 
plainly between the Sacrifice propitiatory, made by CHRIST Himself only, and the Sacrifice 
commemorative and gratulatory, made by Priests and people: for which consult his Defence against 
Bishop Gardiner, lib. v. p. 439. And, finally, the testimony of John Lambert, who suffered for his 
conscience in the time of Henry VIII., whose words are these: "CHRIST (saith he) being offered up once 
for all in His own proper person, is yet said to be offered up, not only every year at Easter, but also every 
day in the celebration of the Sacrament; because His oblation, once for all made, is thereby 
represented." (Act. Mon. p. ii. 35.) So uniform is the consent of our Liturgy, our Martyrs, and our learned 
writers in the name of Sacrifice: so that we may behold the Eucharist or the LORD'S Supper, first, as it is 
a Sacrifice, or the commemoration of that Sacrifice offered unto GOD; by which both we and the whole 
Church do obtain remission of our sins, and all other benefits of CHRIST'S Passion; And, secondly, as it is 
a Sacrament, participated by men, by which we hope that, being made partakers of that holy 
Communion, we may be fulfilled with His grace and heavenly benediction. Both which occur in the next 
Prayer after the Communion. Look on it as a Sacrifice, and then the LORD'S board not improperly may be 
called an altar, as it is properly called the table in respect of the Sacrament.--pp. 22, 3. 


SPARROW, BISHOP.-Rationale upon the Book of Common Prayer. 


The reason why this Creed [the Nicene] follows immediately after the Epistle and Gospel, is the same 
that was given for the Apostles' Creed following next after the Lessons at Morning and Evening Prayer. 
To which the canon of Toledo, last cited, hath added another reason of the saying it here before the 
people draw near to the holy Communion.... 

A third reason is given by Dionys. Eccl. Hierarch. It will not be amiss to set down some passages of his at 
large; because they will both give us a third reason of using the Creed in this place, and discover to us, as 
I conceive, much of the ancient beautiful order of the Communion service. 

The Bishop or Priest, standing at the altar, begins the melody of psalms, all the degrees of ecclesiastics 
singing with him.. .. Then is read by some of the ministers, first a lesson out of the Old Testament, then 
one out of the New, in their order. . . . After this the catechumens, the possessed, and the penitents are 
dismissed, and they only allowed to stay, who are deemed worthy to receive the holy Sacrament. . . . 
Then the ministers and devout people, reverently beholding the holy signs, not yet consecrated but 
blest and offered up to God on a by-standing table, called "the table of proposition," (trapeza 
proqesewV) praise and bless the FATHER of lights, from whom, as all good gifts, so this great blessing of 
the Communion does come, with the Catholic hymn of praise,'which some call the Creed, others, more 
divinely, the pontifical Thanksgiving, as containing in it all the spiritual gifts which flow from heaven 
upon us, the whole mystery of our salvation. When this hymn of praise is finished, the Deacons, with the 




Priests, set the holy bread and cup of blessing upon the altar; after which, the Priest or Bishop says the 
most sacred, that is, the LORD'S prayer, and gives the blessing to the people. Then they (in token of 
perfect charity, a most necessary virtue at this time of offering at the altar, St. Matt. v. 23.) salute each 
other. After which, the names of holy men, that have lived and died in the faith of CHRIST, are read out 
of the diptychs, and their memories celebrated, to persuade others to a diligent imitation of their 
virtues, and a stedfast expectation of their heavenly rewards. This commemoration of the saints, 
presently upon the setting of the holy signs upon the altar, is not without some mystery; to show the 
inseparable sacred union of the saints with CHRIST, who is represented by those sacred signs.--pp. 
215-218. 

The Offertory follows, which are certain sentences out of holy Scripture, which are sung and said while 
the people offered. Durant. 

Offerings or oblations are an high part of GOD'S service and worship, taught by the light of nature and 
right reason, which bids us to "honour GOD with our substance" as well as with our bodies and souls; to 
give a part of our goods to GOD as an homage or acknowledgment of His dominion over us, and that all 
that we have comes from GOD. 1 Chron. xxix. 14. "Who am I, and what is my people," &c. to "bring 
presents to Him that ought to be feared." Psalm Ixxvi. 11. This duty of offering was practised by the 
fathers before the law, with a gracious acceptation; witness Abel, Gen. iv. 4; was commanded in the 
Law, Exod. xxv. 2. "Speak to the children of Israel," &c. so, Deut. xvi. 16; and confirmed by our SAVIOUR 
in the Gospel, St. Matt. v. 23. "Therefore, if thou bring thy gift," &c. 

If any man conceives that this offering here mentioned was a Jewish perishing rite, not a duty of the 
Gospel to continue, let him consider. 

First, that there is the same reason for this duty under the Gospel, as there was under or before the 
Law; GOD being LORD of us and ours as well as of them, and, therefore, to be acknowledged for such by 
us, as well as by them. 

Secondly, That all the rest of our SAVIOUR'S Sermon upon the Mount was Gospel, and concerning duties 
obliging us Christians: and it is not likely that our SAVIOUR should intermix, one only Judaical rite 
amongst them. 

Thirdly, That our SAVIOUR, before all these precepts mentioned in this His Sermon, whereof this of 
oblations is one, prefaces this severe sanction, St. Matt. v. 19. "Whosoever shall break one of the least 
of these commandments," &c.; which could not be truly said concerning the breach of a Jewish outworn 
rite. 

4. That our SAVIOUR hath carefully taught us there the due manner of the performance of this duty of 
oblations, like as He did concerning alms and prayers: and no man can show that ever He did any where 
else, nor is it probable that he should here, carefully direct us, how to do that which was presently to be 
left, and was already out of force, as this was, supposing it to be a Jewish rite. We may then, I conceive, 
suppose it for a truth, that oblations are here commanded by our SAVIOUR.-pp. 224-226. 


[Of Chancels, Altars, and the fashion of Churches.] 

"The Chancels shall remain as they have done in times past." 



That we may the better understand the intent of this rubric, it will not be amiss to examine, how 
CHANCELS were in time past, both for the fashion and necessary furniture; for as they were then, so 
they are to continue still, in the same fashion, and with the same necessary appendices, utensils, and 
furniture. All this may be, and, for ought appears to me, must be meant in these words, "The Chancels 
shall remain as they have done in times past."... 

The Church of old was parted into two principal parts; Navis, the NAVE or body of the Church; and 
Sacrarium, the CHANCEL. The first, the Nave, was common to all the people that were accounted worthy 
to join in the church's service: the Chancel was proper and peculiar to the priests and sacred persons. . . 


The Chancel was divided from the body of the Church, cancellis, whence it is called the Chancel. This 
was, as was said, peculiar to the priests and sacred persons. In it were, at least in some principal 
churches, these divisions: Chorus cantorum, the Choir; where was an high seat for the Bishop, and other 
stalls or seats for the rest of the Choir; yet, perhaps, this Chorus, as also the next, called Soleas, might be 
more properly reckoned a part of the Nave, and the Chancel properly that which of old was called agion 
bhma, the Sanctuary. . . . The Bishop, sitting in this seat by the Altar, having his assistant priests sitting 
with him, resembles CHRIST, with His Apostles by Him, instituting the holy Sacrament, and blessing the 
prayers offered up at the Altar by the priest. Right under this seat stood the "Altar" or "holy Table," the 
propitiatory, CHRIST'S monument, the tabernacle of His glory, and the seat of the great Sacrifice. Sym. 
Thessal. 

Now that no man take offence at the word "Altar," let him know that anciently both these names, 
"Altar," or "holy Table," were used for the same things, though most frequently the Fathers and councils 
use the word "Altar." And both are fit names for that holy thing: for, the holy Eucharist being considered 
as a Sacrifice, in the representation of the breaking of the bread, and pouring forth the cup, doing that 
to the holy symbols which was done to CHRIST'S Body and Blood, and so shewing forth and 
commemorating the LORD'S death, and offering upon it the same Sacrifice that was offered upon the 
Cross, or rather the commemoration of that Sacrifice, (S. Chrysostom in Heb. x. 9,) it may fitly be called 
an "Altar;" which again is as fitly called an "holy Table," the Eucharist being considered as a Sacrament, 
which is nothing else but a distribution and application of the Sacrifice to the several receivers. 

To put all out of doubt; it is questionless lawful and safe to speak the language of the New Testament, 
and to give this holy thing the name which is given it there. Now there it is called an Altar, (Heb. xiii. 10.) 
"We have an altar," &c. St. Paul, in the verse before, had persuaded that they should not be carried 
away with strange doctrines of Jewish and carnal observances, which are grown unprofitable to those 
that walk in them. For "we have an altar" now, "whereof they that serve at the Tabernacle," the Jewish 
Priests, "have no right to eat," unless they will receive the faith of CHRIST; our altar is better than theirs, 
and theirs was but a shadow of ours; the Sacrifices of their altar, but types of ours; theirs are vanished, 
and ours only continue. And for this reason, do you leave strange doctrines of legal observances, and 
Jewish altars, and continue in the grace of the Gospel, whose altar is to continue; for "we have an altar." 
Again, St. Matt. v. 23, "When thou bringest thy gift to the altar." That precept and direction for offerings 
is Evangelical, as is proved at large on the Office for the Communion; and if the duty there mentioned be 
Evangelical, then altars are to be under the Gospel; for those gifts are to be offered upon the altar. So 
that I hope we may go on and call it "Altar" without offence,--pp. 327-329. 

To return then to the appendices of the Chancel. On each side or wing of the Altar, in the transverse 
line, which makes the figure of the cross, stand two side tables; the one, mensa propositionis, trapeza 
proqesewV, a by-standing table, appointed for the people's offerings, which the Bishop or Priest, there 



standing, received from the people, offered upon that Table, in their names, and blessed; and though 
the oblations there offered were not yet consecrated, yet were they there fitted and prepared for 
consecration, and were types of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, says Symeon Thessal. The other was 

skeuofulakeion, Sacristae mensa, the Vestiary_These several places and this furniture' some principal 

and cathedral Chancels had; which I have named, not that I think this rubric does require them all in 
every chancel, but because I conceive the knowledge of them may serve to help us in the understanding 
of some ancient canons and ecclesiastical story. 

But though all chancels of old had not all these, yet every chancel had, even in rural churches, "an Altar" 
for the consecrating of the holy Eucharist, which they always had in high estimation. . . . placing it aloft 
in all their churches, at the upper end, the east.. .. And so they stood at the east in the Church of 
England, till Q. Elizabeth's time, when some of them were taken clown indeed; upon what grounds I 
dispute not; but wheresoever the altars were taken down, the holy Tables, which is all one, were set up 
in the place where the Altars stood, by the Queen's Injunctions, and so they continued in most cathedral 
Churches; and so ought to have continued in all; for they were enjoined by Queen Elizabeth's 
Injunctions, forbidden by no after law, that I know, but rather confirmed by this rubrick: "The Chancels 
are to remain as in times past."--pp. 322--332. 


[Of the word "Priest."] 


The Greek and Latin words which we translate "Priest," are derived from words which signify "holy:" and 
so the word Priest, according to the etymology, signifies him whose mere charge and function is about 
holy things; and therefore seems to be a most proper word for him, who is set apart to the holy public 
service and worship of GOD; especially when he is in the actual ministration of holy things.... 

If it be objected that, according to the usual acception of the word, it signifies him that offers up a 
Sacrifice, and, therefore, cannot be allowed to a Minister of the Gospel, who hath no Sacrifice to offer; it 
is answered that the Ministers of the Gospel have Sacrifices to offer; St. Peter, 1 Ep. ii. 5, "Ye are built up 
a spiritual house, a holy Priesthood, to offer up spiritual Sacrifices" of prayer, praises, thanksgivings, &c. 
In respect of these, the Ministers of the Gospel may be safely in a metaphorical sense called Priests; and 
in a more eminent manner than other Christians are, because they are taken from among men to offer 
up these Sacrifices for others. But, besides these spiritual Sacrifices mentioned, the Ministers of the 
Gospel have another Sacrifice to offer, viz. the unbloody Sacrifice, as it was anciently called, the 
commemorative Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST, which does as really and truly "show forth the death of 
CHRIST," as those Sacrifices under the Law did foreshow it; and in respect of this Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist, the ancients have usually called those that offer it up, Priests. And if Melchisedec was called a 
Priest, (as he is often by St. Paul to the Hebrews,) who yet had no other offering or Sacrifice, that we 
read of, but that of bread and wine, Gen. xiv. "He brought forth bread and wine, and," or "for (the 
Hebrew word bears both,) He was a Priest," that is, this act of his was an act of Priesthood; (for so must 
it be referred, "he brought forth bread and wine; for he was a Priest;" and not thus, "and he was a 
Priest, and blessed Abraham;" for, both in the Hebrew and Greek, there is a full point after these words, 
"and," or, "for he was a Priest;") if, I say, Melchisedec be frequently and truly called a Priest, who had no 
other offering, that we read of, but "bread and wine," why may not they, whose office is to bless the 
people as Melchisedec did, and, besides that, to offer that holy bread and wine, the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, of which, his bread and wine, at the most, was but a type, be as truly and without offence called 



"Priests" also?-pp. 337-339. 


FERNE, BISHOP.-Certain Considerations, &c. 


His last exception against the calling of our Bishops, ever since the beginning of the Queen's time, is, 
because they were not veri Sacerdotes, truly made Priests; which, saith he, is such an essential defect, 
that it renders their episcopal ordination altogether invalid, cap. 17. We grant it of veri Presbyteri; those 
that are not truly-made Presbyters first, cannot be true and complete Bishops. But for his veri 
Sacerdotes, we say, as there are no such Priests under the Gospel, so is there no need that Bishops 
should first be made such; for Priests, in the Romish sense, are such as, in their ordination, "receive a 
power of sacrificing for the quick and the dead," i. e. a real offering up again the Son of GOD to His 
Father.... 

I do not mean to follow Champny here step by step, for he runs into the controversy of the propitiatory 
Sacrifice of the Mass, heaping up the sayings of the Fathers, usually alleged by their writers, and as often 
answered and cleared by ours. I shall not examine those sayings particularly, but stay upon some 
generals, which may in brief show the meaning of that manner of speech the Fathers commonly used in 
and about the celebration of the Eucharist, the high presumption of the Romanists in taking to 
themselves such a power of sacrificing, and their vanity in reproaching us for not assuming it. 

First, it is true that some Fathers seem to say, CHRIST offered Himself up in His last supper; but it is 
evident they meant it not really and properly, (for how could it be so, when there was no real effusion of 
His Blood, no real occision or death?) but mystically, or, as Saint Augustine sometimes expresseth it, 
significante mysterio, in a mystery or Sacrament, signifying or representing His Sacrifice, or offering on 
the cross, presently to follow; that Sacramentum Dominici Sacrificii, Sacrament of the LORD'S Sacrifice, 
as St. Cyprian calls it, Ep. 63. ad Caecil.... 

Champny, endeavouring to clear the relation which the Sacrifice of the Eucharist hath to that of the 
Cross, is forced to make a wide difference between them, and indeed to come to that which we allow in 
the Eucharist as it is a Sacrament, without placing such a Sacrifice in it as they vainly contend for. "The 
Sacrifice of the Cross (saith he, p. 704), is absolute and independent, which hath his effect, ex propria 
sua efficacia, valore, et virtute, "from his own efficacy, value, and virtue: but the Sacrifice of Eucharist" is 
respectivum, dependens, et applicativum, "relative" to that Sacrifice on the Cross, "depending" on it, 
and borrowing totam suam propitiandi vim a Sacrificio Crucis, all the propitiatory force it hath from that 
on the Cross; lastly, it is "applicative" of the Sacrifice of the Cross, applicando nobis Crucis merita et 
valorem; "it applies," saith he, "unto us the merits of that Sacrifice."... 

Now, in all this, we may observe what a wide difference is made between the Sacrifice in the Eucharist 
and on the Cross; and, thereupon, how impossible it is to make them one and the same; also ... we may 
further observe, how the Romanists, after all their contending for a real, proper, and propitiatory 
Sacrifice, are fain to make it but "applicative;" and that is it which we ascribe to the Eucharist, as it is a 
Sacrament appointed for this end and purpose, that by it the Sacrifice of the Cross may be applied to us. 

Secondly, it is true that the Fathers often speak of the Eucharist as of a Sacrifice.... 

Thirdly. However the Fathers used, for the most part, to speak of this mystery of the Eucharist mystically 



and obscurely, under the properties of the things signified, rather than of the external symbols, and 
therefore seeming to imply a real conversion, or transubstantiation of the symbols into the Body and 
Blood of CHRIST, and a real Sacrifice, or offering up of that Body and Blood again in the Eucharist, yet do 
they sometimes punctually and positively express their meaning by the "memorial," "representation," 
and "showing" in the Sacrament what was done upon the Cross; and this they learnt from St. Paul, who 

tells us (1 Cor. xi. 26) to "do this" is to "remember" and "to show" the LORD'S death.Now for this 

explication of this manner of speech used by the Fathers, I shall instance only in three of them. 

First, in Chrysostom.Horn. 17 in Heb.Next, St. Augustine, Ep. 23.lib. 20. contra Faustum, cap. 

21.Lastly, let Eusebius (sub. cit.) speak, who, in his first book, de Demonstr. Evang. cap. 10, accurately 

sets down and clears this whole business of the Eucharist.... 

All that the Romanists have to reply unto the evidence of these and other Fathers, speaking properly of 
that respect and relation the Eucharist hath to the Sacrifice on the Cross, comes to this: that the placing 
of a remembrance or representation of the Sacrifice of the Cross in the Eucharist, doth not hinder it to 
be a true and proper Sacrifice also: no more, saith Champny, page 699, than the respect which the 
sacrifices of the law had to CHRIST'S Sacrifice, hindered them to be true and real sacrifices. But all this is 
very impertinent; for if the Fathers had barely said, there was a remembrance in the Eucharist of 
CHRIST'S Sacrifice, it had not excluded a real Sacrifice; but when, in explaining themselves (why they call 
the Eucharist a Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, and why they say CHRIST is there offered up) 
they give it for the reason of their so speaking, because that Sacrifice once offered by our SAVIOUR is 
there remembered, shown, and represented, it is most plain they did not think that which is done in the 
Eucharist to be a real sacrificing of CHRIST. Their instance also of the legal sacrifices is as impertinent, for 
they were real sacrifices in regard of the beasts really slain and offered. Now if the Romanists will have 
the bread and wine (which represent the Body and Blood which was really offered) to be the real 
Sacrifice in the Eucharist, then indeed the remembrance or representation of CHRIST'S Sacrifice there 
doth not hinder, but there may be also an external oblation (and so many Fathers accounted the bread 
and wine to be, as they were brought and offered to that holy use and service). But the Romanists will 
not say the bread and wine is the Sacrifice they contend for, but that it is the very Body and Blood which 
is offered up; which Body and Blood being the same which was offered up upon the Cross, their real 
Sacrifice cannot have help by their instance of the legal sacrifices of the bodies and blood of beasts, but 
stands excluded by the Fathers saying, CHRIST is offered up in the Eucharist by a "mystical signification," 
by a "remembrance," by "representation," as above said. It is very remarkable what Peter Lombard saith 
to this purposel. .. . The sum of all is this. The Fathers usually expressed the celebration or work of the 
Eucharist, by the words of Sacrifice, or offering up the Body of CHRIST, for themselves and others, 
because there was a representing of the real Sacrifice of the Cross, and a presenting (as we may say) of 
it again to GOD, for the impetration or obtaining of the benefits thereof for themselves, and for all 
those, they remembered in the celebration of the Eucharist. 

Fourthly, it is true that the ancient Fathers speak of offering this Sacrifice for the dead, but far from the 
popish sense, according to which Romish Priests, in their ordination, are said to receive "power to offer 
Sacrifice for the quick and dead:" for that offering for the dead, which the ancients speak of, in the 
celebration of the Eucharist, had the same extent, purpose, and meaning, that their prayers there for 
the dead had; and these anciently were made for those whom they judged to be in bliss, Apostles, 

Martyrs, Confessors, Holy Bishops, &c. And it is plain, by the writers of those times, that this 

remembering of the dead, thus in the celebration of the Eucharist (which was the representation of 
CHRIST'S Sacrifice), was that which the ancients called "offering for them," or, as in St. Augustine's time, 
"offering the Sacrifice of the Altar," or the "Sacrifice of our SAVIOUR" for them; i. e. an acknowledging 
of, and thanksgiving for their sleeping (pro dormitione, as St. Cyprian and others,) in the LORD, and their 









saving by the merits of His death; and an impetration (by His Sacrifice then represented) of all that 
mercy, redemption, and glory, which was yet behind. Thus St. Augustine, in his Confessions, speaks of 
offering for his mother Monica (whom he doubted not to be in bliss); i. e. remembering her upon the 
like respects. 

The Romanists have applied all prayers and offering for the dead to the souls in purgatory.so contrary 

doth the Church of Rome now run to antiquity which offered for and prayed for the saints, and both in 
the honour of CHRIST and His Sacrifice. Now the offering of their mass, and the prayers for the dead, are 
made for the souls in purgatory; and in regard of them only, it is that the Romish Priests "receive power 
to offer Sacrifice for the dead."... 

Now to conclude. By all that hath been said, it appears how groundless, unwarrantable, and 
presumptuous this power is which the Romish Priests pretend to; and how that power which our Priests 
or Presbyters receive in ordination, and use in celebrating the Eucharist, is warranted by the express 
word, and doth the whole work of the Sacraments sufficiently, according to all purposes that our 
SAVIOUR intended it for, when He said "Do this," and according to the true and proper meaning of the 

Fathers, speaking usually of a Sacrifice in it.Bellarm. lib. 3. de Pontif. Rom. c. 19. writing of Antichrist, 

and answering to this as a piece of Antichristianism charged upon the Church of Rome, dare not simply 
affirm that the Priest offers up CHRIST, but that CHRIST offers up Himself, per manus Sacerdotis, by the 
hands of the Priest. Whether Bellarmine mend or mar his business here, it is hard to say; this we know, 
that CHRIST, our High Priest (according to the Apostle, Heb. vii. 25. and ix. 24), is in heaven, at GOD'S 
right hand, executing His eternal Priesthood, by interceding for us, and in that representing still what He 
hath done and suffered for us. And we know, and we have warrant and His appointment to do the like 
sacramentally here below, i. e. in the celebration of the Eucharist, to remember His death and passion, 
and represent His own oblation upon the Cross, and by it to beg and impetrate what we or the Church 

stand in need of.Yea, the Priest saith directly, in order of their Mass: Suscipe, Pater, hanc hostiam, 

quam ego indignus servus tuus offero tibi "Receive, 0 Father, this Sacrifice, which I, thine unworthy 
servant, do offer unto Thee." They that composed this prayer knew not that CHRIST (as the Cardinal 
contrives it) offered up Himself there, by the hands of the Priest; or, rather, knew not that CHRIST was 
there really offered; but by the hanc hostiam "this Sacrifice," meant as the ancient Fathers did, as shown 
above.... 

All this considered, we see how needless, unwarrantable, and presumptuous a thing this, their Sacrifice 
of the Mass; and that such also is the power of sacrificing given to their Priests, and how vainly they 
reproach us for not assuming, and as vainly question the lawful calling of our Bishops.--pp. 320--356. 


HAMMOND, PRESBYTER, CONFESSOR, AND DOCTOR.-Practical Catechism. 


S. Is there any third observation of this kind? 

C. There is this, that CHRIST instituted this after a peculiar Supper, to wit, the Passover, which being a 
sacrifical feast (of which notion there were many among the Jews and Gentiles, it being common to both 
those to annex to their Sacrifices to GOD, a feeding with mirth and festivity upon some parts of the 
Sacrifice) and peculiarly commemorative of GOD'S mercy of deliverance to the Israelites out of Egypt, 
and so, very fit to signify the crucifixion of CHRIST,--that Lamb slain by the Jews, and fed on by us with 
bitter herbs, a mixture of sourness in this world (whereupon CHRIST is called our Passover, or Paschal 






Lamb, slain for us)--this Sacrament (which was after the commemorative Passover) is to be conceived a 
confederation of all Christians one with another, to live piously and charitably, both by commemorating 
the death of CHRIST, and by making His Blood (as it was the fashion in the Eastern nations) a ceremony 
of this covenant, mutual betwixt GOD and us.... 

S. Is there any fifth observation of this kind? 

C. Yes; the manner of CHRIST'S instituting this supper, by way of blessing or praising GOD, or giving 
thanks over it, from whence it is called the Eucharist. 

S. What doth this import to us? 

C. The offering up somewhat unto GOD in imitation of the first fruits under the Law. To which purpose 
you may please to observe the manner of the Sacrament in the first apostolical and ancient Church. The 
Christians, all that were present, brought some of the good fruits of the earth along with them, and 
offered them at GOD'S Altar or Table; and there the prefect or bishop, or, if he were not there, the 
presbyter, receiving them as an Abel's offering, blessed GOD for all His mercies, the fruits of the season, 
but above all for the death of CHRIST, signified by and commemorated in the breaking of the bread and 
pouring out of the wine; and, all the people saying Amen, the officer or attendant, called the deacon, 
delivered portions of these, to wit, bread and wine, to all that were present.... 

S. Is there yet any more behind? 

C. Yes; to enquire what is the full importance of those words, added in St. Luke xxii. 19. and repeated by 
St. Paul 1 Cor. xi. 24. though not mentioned in the other Gospels "Do this in remembrance of Me." 

S. What is the full importance of them? 

C. It is, first, a commission given to His Apostles to continue this ceremony (now used by Him) as an holy 
ceremony or Sacrament in the Church for ever. Secondly, a direction that (for the manner of observing 
it) they should do to other Christians as He had now done to them, i. e, take, bless, break this bread, 
take and bless this cup, and then give and distribute it to others. . .. Thirdly, a specifying of the end to 
which this was designed, a commemoration of the death of CHRIST, a representing His Passion to GOD, 
and a coming before Him in His name, first, to offer our Sacrifices of supplications and praises, in the 
name of the crucified JESUS, (as of old, both among Jews and heathens, all their Sacrifices were rites in 
and by which they supplicated GOD, see 1 Sam. xiii. 12.); and secondly, to commemorate that His daily 
continual Sacrifice, or intercession for us at the right hand of His FATHER now in heaven. 

S. Will you now proceed to the fourth part of your proposed method, and see what is to be found to this 
purpose in that special place, 1 Cor. x. 16? 

C. I shall; and for a right understanding of it, and collecting that which the context was meant to afford 
us, you must mark that tie practice of the Israelites first in their Sacrifices, and then of the heathens in 
theirs, are there brought to convince the truth of what is there said of this Christian Sacrament, and 
therefore it will be useful to observe first, what it is that is there said of the Israelites, then of the 
Gentiles, and then to apply or bring it home to this business. 

S. What then is it that is said of the Israelites? 


C. It is this observation concerning their sacrifical feasts, ver. 18. that they that eat any part of them (as, 
when the priest offered up a Sacrifice, some parts of the beasts were eaten together by the people) are 



conceived to have joined in the service performed by the priest or sacrificer, and to have right together 
with him in all the benefits of the Sacrifice; his eating is called "eating before the LORD/' and is by GOD 
counted as an acceptable service; and whatever flows from GOD in this case by way of benefit or 
advantage, comes to them as really as to the priest, it being the priest's part to sacrifice, the people's to 
eat: and so, in those two things, there is a mutual, reciprocal action betwixt GOD and them; they serve 
GOD, and GOD blesses them; and that is called communicating or being partakers of the Altar. 

S. What is it that is said of the heathens? 

C. First, that they sacrifice to their false gods, when only the true one ought to have that worship from 
them, vers. 20 and 22. and (as by the 22nd it appears) that this is a breach of the second 
Commandment. . . . Secondly, that they which have this mutual conjunction with those false gods, are 
supposed to have received influxes from them, and to disclaim expecting any thing from the true one, 
ver. 20, 21.... 

S. What then is the result of both these instances together? 

C. That they that eat of the sacrifical feast, either of the true or false gods, have a mutual conjunction 
with them, a kind of confederation, perform services to, and receive influences, benefits, and 
advantages from them, do so really from the true GOD, and are supposed to do so from the false. 

S. How then will you bring this home to our business in hand, to the Sacrament? 

C. You shall see, verse 16. For there the Sacrament is set down, and the nature and use of it, thus: "the 
cup of blessing which we bless," or (as the Syriac) "the cup of praise," i. e. the chalice of wine, which is, 
in the name of the people, offered up by the bishop or presbyter to GOD with lauds and thanksgivings, i. 
e. that whole Eucharistical action (and that expressed to be the action of the people, as well as the 
presbyter, by their drinking of it) is "the communication of the Blood of CHRIST,"--a service of theirs to 
CHRIST, a Sacrifice of thanksgiving, commemorative of that great mercy and bounty of CHRIST in pouring 
out His Blood for them, and a making them for a means ordained by CHRIST to make them partakers of 
the Blood of CHRIST, not of the guilt of shedding it, but (if they come worthily thither) of the benefits 
that are purchased by it, viz. the washing away of sin in His Blood: so in like manner, the breaking and 
eating of the bread is a communication of the Body of CHRIST,-a Sacrifice commemorative of CHRIST'S 
offering up His Body for us, and a making us partakers, or communicating to us the benefits of that 
bread of life, strengthening and giving us grace.... 

I will now give you a compendium or brief of the main substantial part of this Sacrament. And that 
consists only of two branches, one on our parts performed to GOD, the other on GOD'S part performed 
to us. That on our part is commemorating the goodness of GOD in all, but especially that His great 
bounty of giving His SON to die for us: and this commemoration hath two branches, one of praise and 
thanksgiving to Him for this mercy, the other of annunciation or showing forth, not only first to men, but 
secondly, and especially, to GOD, this Sacrifice of Christ's offering up His Body upon the Cross for us. 
That which respecteth or looks towards men, is a professing of our faith in the death of CHRIST; that 
which looks towards GOD, is our pleading before Him that Sacrifice of His own SON, and, through that, 
humbly and with affiance requiring the benefits thereof, grace and pardon, to be bestowed upon us. 
And then GOD'S part is the accepting of this our bounden duty, bestowing that Body and Blood of 
CHRIST upon us, not by sending it down locally for our bodies to feed on, but really for our souls to be 
strengthened and refreshed by it.... 

S. There is then only a fifth behind, to apply all this by way of illustration and confirmation to what is 



said of this matter in the Catechism. 


C. This will be easily done; you would be able to do it yourself; yet I shall go before you in this also. 

S. The first question then is. Why the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper was ordained? and the answer, 
"For the continual remembrance of the Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST, and of the benefits which we 
receive thereby:" What is the meaning of that answer? 

C. Dissolve the words, and you shall see most clearly. First, CHRIST died. Secondly, this death of His was 
a Sacrifice for us, an oblation once for all offered to His FATHER for us weak sinful men. Thirdly, by this 
Sacrifice we that are true Christians receive unspeakable benefits; as, strength to repair our weakness, 
and enable us to do what GOD in His SON will accept; and reconciliation, or pardon for us miserable 
sinners. And, fourthly, the end of CHRIST'S instituting this Sacrament was on purpose that we might, at 
set times, frequently and constantly returning, (for that is the meaning of "continual," parallel to the use 
of "without ceasing" applied to the Sacrifice among the Jews, and the duty of prayer among Christians) 
remember and commemorate before GOD and man this Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST.-Works, vol. i. 
pp. 124-130. 


ID.-View of the New Directory, sect. 39. 


For the order of the Offertory, it must first be observed that, in the primitive Apostolic Church, the 
Offertory was a considerable part of the action, in the administering and receiving the Sacrament; the 
manner of it was thus. At their meetings for divine service, every man, as he was able, brought 
something along with him, bread, or wine, the fruits of the season, &c.: of this, part was used for the 
Sacrament, the rest kept to furnish a common table for all the brethren .... Justin Martyr, Apol. 2. p. 97. 

sets down the manner of it clearly in his time.This clearly distinguished two parts of the Offertory, one 

designed for the use of all the faithful in the Sacrament, another reserved for the use of the poor; the 
former called prosforai, "oblations," in the Council of Laodicea, the other, karpoforiai, in that of Gangra; 
and proportionably, the repository for the first called Sacrarium, in the fourth Council of Carthage, can. 
93. (and by Possidonius, in the life of Saint Augustine, Secretarium unde altari necessaria inferuntur, 
"where those things are laid, and from whence fetched, which are necessary to the altar,") the other 
gazophylacium, or treasury:-the first St. Cyprian calls Sacrificia, "Sacrifices;" the second, Eleemosynae, 
"Alms," parallel to those, which we find both together mentioned. Acts xxiv. 17.-"I came to bring alms 
to my nation, and offerings." This, saith Justin Martyr, is our Christian Sacrifice; which will more appear 
to him that considers, that the feasting of the people, their partaking of the Sacrifice, having their tomaV 
and meridaV, was always annexed to Sacrifices, both among Jews and Heathens, which the Apostle calls 
"partaking of the Altar;" and, consequently, that the Sacrifice and the feast together, the Sacrifice in the 
Offertory, the Feast in the eating and drinking there, do complete and make up the whole business of 
this Sacrament, as far as the people are concerned in it; and all this blessed by the Priest, and GOD 
blessed and praised by Priest and people, and so the title of Eucharist belongs to it. Thus after Justin, 
Irenaeus ... So Tertullian . .. Much more might be said of this out of ancient Constitutions and Canons, if 
'twere not for my desire of brevity.-pp. 374, 5. 


ID.-Preface to "Dispatcher dispatched." 




As for his other way of charging the schism upon us, from a supposed "separation betwixt us in 
necessary points of Divine worship, viz. in Sacrifice and Sacrament," if he and I, being both Englishmen, 
speak the same language, and there lie not some undiscovered ambiguity in the words "Sacrifice" and 
"Sacrament," I should hope, when the Universal Pastorship by Divine right were discarded, and only the 
Primacy of Order taken in its stead, the issue would be brief.... 

What controversies are now risen, and waged among us on these heads, he hath in part truly 
enumerated, though, as he omits the two principal, concerning their private masses, and denying the 
cup, their no-communion and their half-communion, ... so I must confess, I should not have begun the 
list as he doth, that "all Roman Catholics believe and reverence the Sacrifice of the Mass, as the most 
substantial and essential act of their religion, all Protestants condemn and abhor it." When 'tis visible 
that the Protestants of the Church of England believe and reverence, as much as any, the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist, as the most substantial and essential act of our religion; and doubt not, but the word Missa, 
"Mass," has fitly been used by the Western Church to signify it; and herein abhor and condemn nothing, 
but the corruptions and mutilations which the Church of Rome, without care of conforming themselves 
to the Universal, have admitted in the celebration.-Vol. ii. p. 164. 


BARLOW, BISHOP. 

[Addition to the Prayer of Consecration, in a copy of the Book of Common Prayer, habitually used by 
Bishop Barlow, with very copious extracts from the Fathers and ancient Liturgies on the doctrine of the 
Oblation. This volume is preserved in the Bodleian Library, Arch. C. 9.] 


"Almighty GOD, our heavenly FATHER," &c. Hear us, 0 merciful FATHER, we most humbly beseech Thee, 
(through the operation of the HOLY GHOST sanctifying both us and these (c e) gifts, and exalting them 
above their ordinary use, importance, and conception, &c. [The letters c e refer to the two marginal 
directions to the Priest to "lay his hand upon all the Bread," and "upon every vessel in which there ii any 
Wine to be consecrated."] 


THORNDIKE, PRESBYTER.—Epilogue, book iii. chap. v. 


I come now to the question of the Sacrifice, the resolution whereof must needs proceed according to 
that which hath been determined in the point now despatched. For, having showed the presence of the 
Body and Blood of CHRIST in the Eucharist, because it is appointed that in it the faithful may feast upon 
the Sacrifice of the Cross, we have already showed, by the Scriptures, that it is the Sacrifice of CHRIST 
upon the Cross, in the same sense, and to the same effect, as it contained the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, which it representeth, that is, mystically and spiritually, and sacramentally, (that is, as in and by 
a Sacrament) tendereth and exhibiteth. For, seeing the Eucharist not only tendereth the Flesh and Blood 
of CHRIST, but separated one from the other, under and by several elements, as His Blood was parted 
from His Body by the violence of the Cross; it must of necessity be as well the Sacrifice, as the Sacrament 
of CHRIST upon the Cross.-p. 38. 



But, for the same reason, and, by the same correspondence between the Sacrifices of the Law and that 
of CHRIST'S Cross, it may be evident, that it is not, nor can be any disparagement to the Sacrifice of our 
LORD CHRIST upon the Cross, to the full and perfect satisfaction and propitiation for the sins of the 
world which it hath made, that the Eucharist should be counted the Sacrifice of CHRIST crucified, 
mystically, and, as in a Sacrament, represented to, and feasted upon by His people. The Apostle saith, 
that "CHRIST is gone into no holy place made with hands," &c. Heb. ix. 24--28. But have I said anything 
to cause any man to imagine, that I suppose CHRIST to be crucified again, as often as the Eucharist is 
celebrated? . . . Certainly, I will speak freely, neither can they that hold Transubstantiation be truly said 
to stand obliged to any such consequence, so long as they acknowledge, with all Christians, that the 
Covenant of Grace is for once settled by the one Sacrifice of our LORD upon the Cross. Why? because, 
though they believe the natural Flesh and Blood of CHRIST, as crucified, to be there, yet not naturally 
but sacramentally, (that is, in their sense, under the accidents of bread and wine, which is, indeed, and 
in the sense of the Church, under the species or kinds); which difference is so great an abatement of 
that common and usual sense, in which all Christians understand that CHRIST was sacrificed upon the 
Cross, that all that know it to be their profession (which all must know, that will not speak of they know 
not what) must acknowledge that the repeating of the Sacrifice of CHRIST crucified by the Eucharist, is 
not the repeating of that Sacrifice by which mankind was redeemed, otherwise than as a Sacrament is 
said to be that whereof it is a Sacrament. What ground and advantage this gives me, and any man of my 
opinion, to argue from those things which themselves acknowledge, that there is no cause why they 
should insist upon the abolishing of the substance of the elements in the Eucharist, I leave to them that 
shall think fit to consider the premises, to judge. But for me, who demand no more than this, that, 
inasmuch as the Body and Blood of CHRIST is in the Eucharist, insomuch it is the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon 
the Cross, I cannot foresee what occasion slander can have to pick any such consequence out of my 
sayings. Certainly, the Sacrifices of the old Law ceased not to be Sacrifices, because they were figures 
and prophecies of that one Sacrifice upon the Cross, which mankind was redeemed with. And why 
should the commemoration and representation (in that sense of this word representation which I 
determined afore) of that one Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, which mankind was redeemed with, 
be less properly a Sacrifice, in dependence upon and denomination from that one which the name of 
Sacrifice upon the Cross was first used to signify? For all conceit of legal Sacrifice is quite shut out, by 
supposing the Sacrifice past, which the Sacrifice of the Eucharist represents and commemorates; 
whereas, all Sacrifices of the Old Law are essentially (at least to Christians) figurative of the one Sacrifice 
of CHRIST to come. 

Indeed, by that which I have said, concerning the nature of a Sacrifice in the Eucharist, as it is intended 
for Christians to feast upon, it is evident that this commemorative and representative Sacrifice is of the 
nature and kind of Peace-offerings, which, by the Law, those that offered were to feast upon. "I will take 
the cup of salvation," &c. . . . saith the Psalm cxvi. 12,13. And that, in answer to the question made, 
"What reward shall I give unto the LORD for all the benefits that He hath done unto me?" At feasting 
upon the parts, or remains of peace-offerings, the master of the Sacrifice began the cup of thanksgiving 
for deliverance received, in consideration whereof he pays his vows; and the Sacrifices which he pays 
are called swthria, or "Sacrifices of thanksgiving for deliverance received." Is not this the same that 
Christians do, in celebrating the Eucharist, setting aside the difference between Jews and Christians? 
Wherefore I have showed, that it is celebrated, and is to be celebrated, with commemoration of, and 
thanksgiving for the benefits of GOD, especially that of CHRIST crucified. Which thanksgiving, as it tends 
to the consecrating thereof, so, inasmuch as the consecration tends to the receiving of it, another 
thanksgiving, at the receiving of it, becomes also due, as at feasting upon peace-offerings. And hereupon 
I have showed, that it is called by the Apostle "the Sacrifice of praise, the fruit of our lips giving thanks to 
GOD:" and that, having showed that Jews have no right to it as a propitiatory Sacrifice, that is, not to it 



because not to the propitiatory Sacrifice which it representeth; but therefore, that Christians have right 
to feast upon it, as the Jews upon their peace-offerings. But if it be true, as I have showed, that the 
celebration of the Eucharist is the renewing of the Covenant of Grace, which supposeth propitiation 
made for the sin of mankind, by that one Sacrifice which it commemorateth and representeth; the 
celebration thereof being commanded, as a condition to be performed on our part, to qualify us for the 
promise, which it tendereth to those that are qualified as it requireth; shall it be a breach on 
Christianity, to say also, that it is such a Sacrifice whereby we make GOD propitious to us, and obtain at 
His hands the blessings of Grace, which the Covenant of Grace tendereth?--pp. 39--41. 

In as much, then, as I have showed that the Eucharist is a Sacrifice, in so much, and for that very reason, 
that which Christians offer to GOD for the celebration of the Eucharist, is no otherwise a Sacrifice than 
those things which were appropriated to the Altar under the Law were Sacrifices, from the time that 
they were dedicated to that purpose; saving always the difference between Sacrifices figurative of the 
Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, (such as Christianity supposeth all the Sacrifices of the Old Law to be) 
and the commemoration and representation of the same past, which I have showed that the Eucharist 
pretendeth. And truly, having showed that this representative and commemorative Sacrifice is of the 
nature and kind of peace-offerings, in as much as it is celebrate on purpose to communicate with the 
Altar, in feasting upon it; and knowing that every beast that was sacrificed for a peace-offering was 
attended with a meat-offering of flour, and a drink-offering of wine, which are the kinds in which the 
Eucharist is appointed to be celebrated; I must needs say, that those species, set apart for the 
celebration of the Eucharist, are as properly to be called Sacrifices of that nature which the Eucharist is 
of, (to wit, commemorative and representative,) as the same are to be counted figurative under the 
Law, from the time that they were deputed to that use. This is then the first act of oblation by the 
Church, that is, by any Christian that consecrates his goods, not at large, to the service of GOD, but 
peculiarly to the service of GOD by Sacrifice in regard whereof the elements of the Eucharist, before 
they be consecrated, are truly counted Oblations or Sacrifices. 

After the consecration is past, having showed you that St. Paul hath appointed that, at the celebration of 
the Eucharist, prayers, supplications, and intercessions be made for all estates of the world, and of the 
Church; and that the Jews have no right to the Eucharist, (according to the Epistle to the Hebrews) 
because, though Eucharistical, yet it is of that kind the blood whereof is offered to GOD within the vail, 
with prayers for all estates of the world, as Philo and Josephus inform us; seeing the same Apostle hath 
so plainly expounded us the accomplishment of that figure, in the offering of the Sacrifice of CHRIST 
upon the Cross to the FATHER in the highest heavens, to obtain the benefits of His passion for us; and 
that the Eucharist is nothing else but the representation here upon earth of that which is done there; 
these things, I say, considered, necessarily it follows, that whoso believes the prayers of the Church, 
made in our LORD'S name, do render GOD propitious to them for whom they are made, and obtain for 
them the benefits of CHRIST'S death, (which he that believes not is no Christian,) cannot question that 
those which are made, by St. Paul's appointment, at the celebration of the Eucharist, offering up unto 
GOD the merits and sufferings of CHRIST there represented, must be peculiarly and especially effectual 
to the same purposes. And, that the Eucharist may very properly be accounted a Sacrifice propitiatory 
and impetratory both, in this regard, because the offering of it up to GOD, with and by the said prayers, 
doth render GOD propitious and obtain at His hands the benefits of CHRIST'S death which it 
representeth, there can be no cause to refuse, being no more than the simplicity of plain Christianity 
enforceth. 

But whether the Eucharist, as in regard of this oblation, so, in regard of the consecration may be called a 
propitiatory Sacrifice, this, I perceive, is yet a question even among those of the Church of Rome. For it is 
acknowledged, that there is yet among them a party, even since the decree of the Council of Trent, who, 



acknowledging the nature of a Sacrifice propitiatory in the Eucharist, in regard of the offering of it, 
already consecrated, (according to the order of the Latin Mass,) to GOD, for the necessities of the 
Church, utterly deny any nature of such a Sacrifice in it, by virtue of the consecration otherwise. True it 
is, these men are looked upon as bordering upon heretics, in regard they acknowledge no other nature 
of a Sacrifice but that which those who acknowledge no Transubstantiation may grant, without 
prejudice to their positions. And, if my aim were only to hold a mean opinion between two extremes, 
and not freely to declare what may be affirmed with truth, it might seem very convenient to take up 
that position, for which I may allege a party at present extant, in the communion of the Church of Rome. 
But, having resolved to set all regard of faction behind the consideration of truth manifested by the 
Scriptures, I stick not to yield and maintain, that the consecration of the Eucharist, in order to the 
participation of it, is indeed a Sacrifice, whereby GOD is rendered propitious to, and the benefits of 
CHRIST'S death obtained for, them that worthily receive it; but this, perhaps, neither in the sense nor to 
the interest of them who make it their business to maintain the present abuses of the Church of Rome, 
by disguising the true intentions and expressions of the Catholic Church.--pp. 41--43. 

For having maintained that the elements are really changed from ordinary bread and wine into the Body 
and Blood of CHRIST, mystically present, as in a Sacrament; and that, in virtue of the consecration, not 
by the faith of him that receives; I am to admit and maintain whatsoever appears duly consequent to 
this truth, namely, that the elements so consecrated are truly the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, in 
as much as the Body and Blood of CHRIST crucified are contained in them,-not as in a bare sign, which a 
man may take up at his pleasure, but as in the means by which GOD hath promised His Spirit,—but not 
properly the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, because that is a thing that consists in action, and 
motion, and succession, and therefore, once done, can never be done again, because it is a 
contradiction, that that which is done should ever be undone. It is therefore enough, that the Eucharist 
is the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, as the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross is represented, 
renewed, revived, and restored by it, and as every representation is said to be the same thing with that 
which it representeth; taking "representing" here not for barely signifying, but for tendering and 
exhibiting thereby that which it signifieth.-p. 44. 

For though there be only a general reason of offering, no particular consideration of destroying, seen in 
the act of the Church offering either the elements to be consecrated, or the consideration of CHRIST'S 
Cross represented, to render GOD propitious to His Church; yet are the consecrated elements no less 
the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Cross, than the presence of CHRIST'S Body and Blood in them will allow, though 
in order to that Evangelical banquet upon them, at which, and by which the Covenant of Grace is 
renewed. For, the Apostles having made the Eucharist a Sacrifice in this regard, I must not count the 
making of it one offensive. I say; then, that having proved the consecration of the Eucharist to be the 
production of the Body and Blood of CHRIST crucified, or the causing them to be mystically present in 
the elements thereof, as in a Sacrament representing them separated by the crucifying of CHRIST; and 
the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross being necessarily propitiatory and impetratory both; it cannot be 
denied that the Sacrament of the Eucharist, in as much as it is the same Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the 
Cross, (as that which representeth is truly said to be the thing which it representeth,) is also both 
propitiatory and impetratory by virtue of the consecration of it, whereby it becometh the Sacrifice of 
CHRIST upon the Cross. For is it not all the reason in the world that, if the Eucharist be the Sacrifice of 
CHRIST crucified, the consecration of the Eucharist, that is, the causing of the elements to become this 
Sacrifice, should be, and be accounted, and called the sacrificing of CHRIST? And, if the participation of 
the Eucharist be, as I have showed it to be, the renewing of the Covenant of Grace, (by virtue whereof 
the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross becomes propitiatory and impetratory in behalf of Christians,) 
shall not the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, whereof they participate, be counted propitiatory and 



impetratory, by virtue of the consecration indeed, though in order to the participation of it? For if the 
profession of Christianity be the condition that renders GOD propitious to us, and obtains for us the 
benefits of CHRIST'S Passion; and that the receiving of the Eucharist is the renewing of that profession, 
by virtue whereof the faults whereby we have failed of that profession, for that which is past, are 
blotted out, and we, for the future, are qualified for the blessings which CHRIST'S Passion tendereth; 
then is the Eucharist a Sacrifice propitiatory and impetratory, by virtue of the consecration, though in 
order to the participation of it. Which, whether those that are so much for the Sacrifice, in the Church of 
Rome, rest content with it or not, seemeth to me so natively proper to the simplicity and holiness of 
Christianity, that nothing can be held forth more pertinent to advance the zeal of frequenting, together 
with the devotion and reverence of communicating in this most precious of GOD'S ordinances to 
Christians. For what can more oblige a Christian to the frequent and worthy communion of this 
Sacrament than to consider that, by receiving it, he is reinstated in his right to those promises which the 
Gospel tendereth; provided that he, on his part, reestablish in his own heart that resolution to 
Christianity by professing which he was at the first estated in GOD'S kingdom? Hereupon arises a fourth 
reason, why this Sacrament is a Sacrifice; to wit, of the bodies and souls of men, who, having 
consecrated their goods to GOD, for the celebration of it, do, by receiving it, profess to renew that 
consecration of themselves to the service of GOD, according to the Law of CHRIST, which their baptism 
originally pretendeth.--pp. 45, 6, 

And now I confess, that all they who do not believe the promises of the Gospel to depend upon any 
condition to be performed by our free will, qualifying us with a right title to them, may very well say by 
consequence, that it is a disparagement to the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, to make the Eucharist 
a propitiatory and impetratory Sacrifice in behalf of the Church, in that sense and to that effect as I have 
said. But, supposing that condition, I challenge all the world to say wherein any such disparagement lies. 
For let any man think either me or the doctors of the Church of Rome so mad, as to ascribe that 
propitiation, which is once made for the whole world, by the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, to the 
representation and commemoration of it by the Sacrifice of the Eucharist. But, in regard the Gospel 
requires a certain condition at thine hands, which being not performed, to thee CHRIST is neither born 
nor crucified, nor risen again, as St. Prosper saith; and that the communion of the Eucharist professeth 
the performance thereof; and that truly, if it be worthy, so that the propitiation wrought by the Cross 
thereby becomes effectually thine;) in that regard the Eucharist becomes to thee a propitiatory Sacrifice, 
by virtue of the consecration indeed, (which makes the elements to become the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST mystically, as in a Sacrament,) but yet in order to the participation of it. And is not this the 
applying of the propitiation wrought by the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Cross, when as by the Sacrament of the 
Eucharist a man becomes entitled to the benefit of it? Nor let any man tell me, that this application is 
wrought by living faith, as if that were evidence enough that not by the Sacrament of the Eucharist: for 
if, notwithstanding this faith, the Sacrament of Baptism is necessary to estate us in this right, because 
there is no living faith without being baptized into GOD'S Church, by the same reason, (supposing the 
frequentation of the Eucharist commanded for the daily redressing and maintenance of the same title,) 
of necessity it follows, that the application of that propitiation is to be ascribed to the Eucharist, which is 
not applicable without it. Again, if St. Paul enjoins the Church to offer up their prayers, supplications, 
and intercessions for all estates in the world, at the celebration of the Eucharist, as recommending them 
in the Name of CHRIST, there mystically present, in the commemoration of His death upon the Cross; 
can it seem strange, that the prayers which are so powerfully presented, by alleging an intercession of 
such esteem, should have a special virtue, and take a special effect, in making GOD propitious to His 
Church and all estates of the same, and obtaining for them those benefits which CHRIST'S Passion 
tenders? And if so, is not the Sacrament of the Eucharist a propitiatory and impetratory Sacrifice, by 
virtue of the consecration, though in order to the oblation and presentation of it, by the prayers of the 



Church, for the obtaining of their necessities? What is there in all this, that the tongue of slander can 
asperse with the imputation of Popery, unless they will have Popery to be that Christianity which we 
have received from our LORD CHRIST and His Apostles?--p. 47. 

As for the sayings of the Fathers, whereby the Eucharist is declared to be a Sacrifice, in regard of the 
consecration, I do no way doubt that they are utterly innumerable. For wheresoever the whole action, 
including the propitiation which the Church intends to procure by it, is called a Sacrifice, (which is most 
ordinary in the language of the Fathers,) there the consecration cannot be excluded, though referring it 
to the communion, not the communion to it, as some would have: for if it be considered, on the other 
side, that they were all said at such time as the communion was no less usual than the consecration 
thereof, (that is to say, when it was a strange thing to hear of the Eucharist celebrated, and none but the 
Priest to receive,) it will not be strange, that I demand it to be understood, in order to the communion of 
the same.--p. 49. 

Now that, in the sense of the Catholic Church, the Sacrament of the Eucharist is a Sacrifice propitiatory 
for the Church, and impetratory of the necessities thereof, in regard of those prayers wherewith it is 
offered and presented to GOD, in virtue of the Sacrifice of the Cross, which it is mystically, (that is, 
represented! and commemorateth,) a few words will serve to persuade him that knows the practice and 
custom of the Church in all ages, at the solemn and regular times and occasions of celebrating the 
Eucharist, to make mention of all states and qualities belonging to the Church; and not only so, but, 
upon occasions incident, of going to God for the necessities, either of the Church or of particular 
Christians, to celebrate the Eucharist, with an intent of presenting and offering the Cross of CHRIST, 
there present, for their necessities. ... For in all the Liturgies, there is a place where mention is to be 
made of all states of the Church, for whom the oblations, out of which the Eucharist is consecrated, are 
offered. And, likewise, a place, where, the Eucharist being consecrated, prayer is made in behalf of all 
states in the Church; that is to say, the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Cross, there present, is offered up, to move 
GOD to grant them all that is desired, by the regular and continual prayers of the Church. And among 
them, there is a special place for those that offer at present. 

If any man be moved to imagine, that any part hereof is prejudicial to that Reformation which the 
Church of England professeth, (for I profess from the beginning, not to be scrupulous of offending those 
that offend it,) remit him to that learned Appendix of Dr. Field to his third book of the Church; the 
purpose whereof, (in answer to the question. Where the Reformed Church was before Luther?) is, to 
show that, in this point, as in others there handled, the sense of the whole Church of Christ, even to the 
time of Luther and to the Council of Trent, was no other than that which the Church of England 
embraceth and cherisheth: thereby to show, that the Reformation thereof never pretended to found a 
new Church, but to preserve that which was, by taking away those corruptions which time and the 
enemies of Christianity had sown in the laws and customs of it. Which he doth so evidently perform, in 
this point, that I must needs challenge any man, that hath a mind to blast anything here said with the 
stale calumny of popery, to consider first, whether he can prove those things, which the authors, past 
exception, there quoted, declare to be the sense of the Catholic Church at that time, to contain any 
thing prejudicial to the Gospel of CHRIST, and that purity thereof which the Reformation 
pretendeth.--pp. 49--51. 

In fine, it is not that consideration of a Sacrifice in the Sacrament of the Eucharist, which the sense and 
practice of the Catholic Church enforceth, but the violent interpretations of it, which are made on both 
sides, to both extremities, that can give the least pretence for division in the Church. For while, on the 
one side, the sacrificing of Christ anew is so construed, as if to doubt of the virtue of it in behalf of all 
that assist in it, whether they communicate in it or not, whether their devotions concur to it or not, 



were to doubt of the virtue of CHRIST'S Cross; it is no marvel if this create so great offence, that the 
receiving of the Eucharist, nay, the assisting of it with the devotions of Christian people, comes to be a 
matter of indifference. On the other side, while the renewing of the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, 
by that representation thereof which the Eucharist tendereth, for the redressing of the Covenant of 
Grace between GOD and those which receive, is construed as prejudicial to that one Sacrifice, whereby 
our LORD for ever hath perfected those whom He sanctifieth, no marvel if the very celebrating of it 
come to be a matter of indifference, the effect whereof, by believing that a man is predestinate or 
justified, is had before and without it. The matter of the Sacrifice, then, being so great a subject for the 
division, upon so little cause, it is time for good Christians to awake and look about them, and see that 
the less cause there is, the greater good-will the parties have to continue at distance. In the meantime, 
it is the common interest of Christianity, even the means of their salvation, by the worthy frequenting of 
this holy Sacrament, that suffers. As for the Church of England, I refer myself to the very form of those 
laws, according to which, as many as have received orders in it, have promised to exercise the ministry 
to which they were appointed by the same, and that before GOD and His Church, at so solemn an 
occasion, that nothing can be thought obligatory to him that would transgress it. For the Offertory which 
the Church of England prescribeth, if it signify anything, signified! the dedication of that which is offered, 
as at large to the necessities of the Church, so in particular to the celebration of the Eucharist then and 
there. At the consecration the Church prayeth, "that we, receiving," &c. . . And after communion, "We, 
Thy humble servants," &c. ... all this, having premised prayer for all states of CHRIST'S Church. Which, 
whether it make not the Sacrament of the Eucharist, by virtue of the consecration, the Sacrifice of 
CHRIST upon the Cross, propitiatory and impetratory for them who communicate in it by receiving the 
elements; (whether or no by virtue of this oblation, propitiatory and impetratory, for the necessities of 
the rest of the Church, as well as the congregation present;) I leave to men of reason, but not to 
puritans, to judge. This, I am sure, the condition of the Gospel, (which is the fourth reason, for which, I 
have showed that the Eucharist is counted a Sacrifice in the sense of the Church,) is exactly expressed in 
the words that follow, to the confusion of all puritans, that would have us expect the blessings 
promised, from such a kind of faith which supposeth it not, neither implies it; "And here we offer and 
present unto Thee, 0 LORD, ourselves, our souls," &c. For, the reason which obliges us to profess this at 
receiving the Eucharist, (which is the New Testament in the Blood of CHRIST,) is, because the promises 
which the Gospel covenanteth for, depend upon it, as the condition which renders them due. And, upon 
these premises, I may well conclude, that all the reasons, for which I have showed that the Eucharist is a 
Sacrifice in the sense of the Church, are recapitulated and comprised in that which followeth: "And 
though we be unworthy, through our manifold sins," &c.--pp. 52, 3. 


ID.--Just Weights and Measures. 


This is further seen by the words of St. Paul, when, inferring his purpose, to wit, that Christians ought 
not to communicate in things sacrificed to idols, upon that which he had premised, "The cup," &c., he 
addeth, 1 Cor. x. 18--21, "Behold, Israel after the flesh," &c. These words manifestly suppose the 
Eucharist to be the communion of the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross. So that, as those who ate of 
the Sacrifices of the altar, (whether by the priests or by themselves) did feast with GOD, whose altar had 
received and consumed a part of those Sacrifices, so, those that communicate in the Eucharist, do feast 
upon the Sacrifice of our LORD CHRIST on the Cross, which GOD is so well-pleased with as to grant the 
covenant of grace, and the publication thereof, in consideration of it. This, being evidently that 
correspondence, which the discourse of St. Paul requires, remains manifestly proved by the same.--p. 9. 



The same sense is contained in St. Paul's words, 1 Cor. v. 8, 9. "CHRIST our Passover," &c. For, if we 
consider the circumstance of time and place, which our LORD took to institute the Sacrament of the 
Eucharist, just when the Paschal Lamb was eaten, how shall we deny the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the 
Cross to have been as presently received there as the Sacrifice of the Paschal Lamb was the subject and 
occasion of the feast, at which he ordained it? But the discourse by which the Apostle persuades 
Christians to separate themselves from the Jews, Heb. xiii. 10--16. is most pertinent to this purpose, as 
that which is not to be understood otherwise. . . . And surely, if we consider but the name of Eucharist, 
we cannot think it could have been more properly signified, than by calling it "the Sacrifice of praise, the 
fruit of the lips that confess the name of GOD;" for, when he proceeds to exhort, not to forget 
communicating their goods, do we not know, and have we not made it to appear, that this must be by 
their oblations to the altar, the first fruits of their goods, whereof the Eucharist being first consecrated, 
the rest served the necessities of the Church? ... If, therefore, the eating of the Sacrifice of the Cross, in 
the Sacrament of the Eucharist, mean no more but the signifying and the figuring of that eating of the 
Sacrifice of the Cross, which is done by a lively faith, (that is, by every one that considers the death of 
CHRIST with that faith, which, supposing all that the Gospel says of it to be true, resolves faithfully to 
profess Christianity,) the question is, why the Sacrament of the Eucharist was instituted by GOD? why, in 
those elements, and to what purpose, seeing, without GOD'S appointment, men could have done it of 
themselves, to the same effect? But, if it be manifest, that, by the Sacrament of the Eucharist, GOD 
pretends to tender us the communion of the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, then is there another 
presence of the Body and Blood of our LORD in the Sacrament, beside that spiritual presence in the soul, 
which that living faith effecteth without the Sacrament, as well as in the receiving of it.—pp. 9, 10. 

If the consecrated elements be the Flesh and Blood of CHRIST, then are they the Sacrifice of CHRIST 
crucified upon the Cross. For they are not the Flesh and Blood of CHRIST as in His Body, while it was 
whole, but as separated by the Passion of His Cross. Not that CHRIST can be sacrificed again; for a 
Sacrifice being an action done in succession of time, cannot be done the second time, being once done 
because then it should not have been done before; but, because the Sacrifice of CHRIST crucified is 
represented, commemorated, and applied, by celebrating and receiving the Sacrament, which is that 
Sacrifice. They of the Church of Rome, that would make the breach wider than it is, do but justify the 
Reformation, by forcing any other reason of a Sacrifice out of the Scripture, expounded by the consent 
of GOD'S Church. And they which stumble at the Altar, and the Priesthood, which the Sacrifice inferreth, 
plainly they invite us to renounce the whole Church of GOD, with the Church of Rome, for their sakes. 
And how much Christianity they will leave us, when that is done, who will undertake?--pp. 95, 6. 

The common prayers of the Church, that is, of those who were admitted to communion with the 
Church, were always made at the altar, or communion table, in the action of the Sacrament. Reason 
good. How can Christians think their prayers so effectual with GOD, as when they are presented at the 
commemoration of the Sacrifice of CHRIST crucified, the representation whereof to GOD, in heaven, 
makes His intercession there so acceptable?--p. 102. 

However, the ancient Church manifestly signifieth, that they did offer their oblations, out of which the 
Eucharist was consecrated, with an intent to intercede with GOD for public or private necessities; and 
that, out of an opinion that they would be effectual, alleging the Sacrifice of CHRIST crucified then 
present, which renders CHRIST'S intercession effectual for us. And this is the true ground, why they 
attributed so much to this commemoration of the Sacrifice; which makes nothing for the effect of it in 
private Masses, but more than will be valued, for the frequenting of the holy Eucharist.--p. 103. 


ID.-Judgment of the Church of Rome. 



["As it was delivered by him, in a Paper to a Lady, a little before his death." See Hickes's Controversial 
Letters, Appendix, Paper 1.] 


The council of Trent enjoineth to believe that CHRIST instituted a new passover to be sacrificed as well 
as represented, commemorated, and offered in the Eucharist, de Sacrificio Missae, cap. i. which is false. 

For the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Cross is commemorated, represented, and offered, as ready to be slain, in 
and by the Eucharist; but not slain, and therefore not sacrificed in it and celebrating it. 

And therefore, when it is said there, cap. 11. Quod in Missa Christus incruente immolatur, if it be meant 
properly, it is a contradiction; for that which hath blood is not sacrificed but by shedding the blood of it; 
if figuratively, it signifies no more than that which I have said, that it is represented, commemorated, 
and offered as slain. 


TAYLOR, BISHOP, CONFESSOR AND DOCTOR.—Life of Christ, Disc, xix.~ 
On the Institution and Reception of the Sacrament. 


Upon the strength of the premises, we may sooner take an estimate of the graces which are conveyed 
to us, in the reception and celebration of this holy Sacrament and Sacrifice. For, as it is a 
commemoration and representment of CHRIST'S death, so it is a commemorative Sacrifice: as we 
receive the symbols and the mystery, so it is a Sacrament. In both capacities, the benefit is next to 
infinite. First: for whatsoever CHRIST did at the institution, the same He commanded the Church to do, 
in remembrance and repeated rites; and Himself also does the same thing in heaven for us, making 
perpetual intercession for His Church, the body of His redeemed ones, by representing to the FATHER 
His death and Sacrifice. There He sits, a High Priest continually, and offers still the same one perfect 
Sacrifice; that is, still represents it as having been once finished and consummate in order to perpetual 
and never-failing events. And this also His ministers do on earth; they offer up the same Sacrifice to 
GOD, the Sacrifice of the Cross, by prayers, and a commemorating rite and representment, according to 
His holy institution. And as all the effects of grace and the titles of glory were purchased for us on the 
Cross, and the actual mysteries of redemption perfected on earth, but are applied to us, and made 
effectual to single persons and communities of men, by CHRIST'S intercession in heaven; so also they are 
promoted by acts of duty and religion here on earth, that we may be "workers together with GOD," (as 
St. Paul expresses it,) and, in virtue of the eternal and all-sufficient Sacrifice, may offer up our prayers 
and our duty; and, by representing that Sacrifice, may send up, together with our prayers, an instrument 
of their graciousness and acceptation. The funerals of a deceased friend are not only performed at his 
first interring, but in the monthly minds and anniversary commemorations; and our grief returns upon 
the sight of a picture, or upon any instance which our dead friend desired us to preserve as his 
memorial: we "celebrate and exhibit the LORD'S death," in Sacrament and symbol; and this is that great 
express, which when the Church offers to GOD the FATHER, it obtains all those blessings which that 
Sacrifice purchased. Themistocles snatched up the son of King Admetus, and held him between himself 
and death, to mitigate the rage of the king, and prevailed accordingly. Our very holding up the SON of 
GOD, and representing Him to His FATHER, is the doing an act of mediation and advantage to ourselves, 
in the virtue and efficacy of the Mediator. As CHRIST is a Priest in heaven for ever, and yet does not 
sacrifice Himself afresh,-nor yet without a Sacrifice could He be a Priest,-but, by a daily ministration 
and intercession, represents His Sacrifice to GOD, and offers Himself as sacrificed; so He does upon 



earth, by the ministry of His servants: He is offered to GOD, that is. He is, by prayers and the Sacrament, 
represented or "offered up to GOD, as sacrificed;" which, in effect, is a celebration of His death, and the 
applying it to the present and future necessities of the Church, as we are capable, by a ministry like to 
His in heaven. It follows, then, that the celebration of this Sacrifice be, in its proportion, an instrument 
of applying the proper Sacrifice to all the purposes which it first designed. It is ministerially, and by 
application, an instrument propitiatory; it is eucharistical, it is an homage, and an act of adoration; and it 
is impetratory, and obtains for us, and for the whole Church, all the benefits of the Sacrifice which is 
now celebrated and applied; that is, as this rite is the remembrance and ministerial celebration of 
CHRIST'S Sacrifice, so it is destined to do honour to GOD, to express the homage and duty of His 
servants, to acknowledge His supreme dominion, to give Him thanks and worship, to beg pardon, 
blessings, and a supply of all our needs. And its profit is enlarged, not only to the persons celebrating, 
but to all to whom they design it, according to the nature of sacrifices and prayers, and all such solemn 
actions of religion.--Works, vol. iii. pp. 296--298. 

This only remember, that we are, by the mystery of "one bread," confederated into one body and the 
communion of saints, and that the Sacrifice which we then commemorate, was designed by our LORD 
for the benefit of all His Church; let us be sure to draw all faithful people into the society of the present 
blessing, joining, with the holy man that ministers, in prayers and offerings of that mystery, for the 
benefit of all sorts of men, of CHRIST'S Catholic Church.. .. And the celebration of the holy Sacrament is, 
in itself and its own formality, a sacred, solemn, and ritual prayer, in which we invocate GOD by the 
merits of CHRIST, expressing the adjuration, not only in words, but in actual representment and 
commemoration of His Passion. And if the necessities of the Church were well considered, we should 
find that a daily Sacrifice of prayer, and a daily prayer of Sacrifice, were no more but what her condition 
requires: and I would to GOD the governors of Churches would take care, that the necessities of kings 
and kingdoms, of Churches and states, were represented to GOD by the most solemn and efficacious 
intercessions; and CHRIST hath taught us none greater than the praying in the virtue and celebration of 
His Sacrifice. And this is the counsel that the Church received from Ignatius: "Hasten frequently to 
approach the Eucharist, the glory of GOD. For when this is daily celebrated, we break the powers of 
Satan, who turns all his actions into hostilities and darts of fire." But this concerns the ministers of 
religion, who, living in communities and colleges, must make religion the business of their lives, and 
support kingdoms, and serve the interest of kings, by the prayer of a daily Sacrifice.--pp. 310--312. 


ID,--Holy Living, sect. x. chap. iv. 


The celebration of the holy Sacrament is the great mysteriousness of the Christian religion, and succeeds 
to the most solemn rite of natural and Judaical religion, the law of sacrificing. For God spared mankind, 
and took the Sacrifice of beasts, together with our solemn prayers, for an instrument of expiation. But 
these could not purify the soul from sin, but were typical of the Sacrifice of something that could. But 
nothing could do this, but either the offering of all that sinned, that every man should be the anathema 
or devoted thing; or else by some one of the same capacity, who, by some superadded excellency, might 
in his own personal sufferings have a value great enough to satisfy for all the whole kind of sinning 
persons. This the SON of GOD, JESUS CHRIST, GOD and Man, undertook, and finished by a Sacrifice of 
Himself upon the altar of the Cross. 


2. This Sacrifice, because it was perfect, could be but one, and that once; but because the needs of the 



world should last as long as the world itself, it was necessary that there should be a perpetual ministry 
established, whereby this one sufficient Sacrifice should be made eternally effectual to the several new 
arising needs of all the world who should desire it, or in any sense be capable of it. 

3. To this end CHRIST was made a Priest for ever; He was initiated or consecrated on the Cross, and 
there began His Priesthood, which was to last till His coming to judgment. It began on earth, but was to 
last and be officiated in heaven, where He sits perpetually representing and exhibiting to the FATHER 
that great effective Sacrifice which He offered on the Cross, to eternal and never-failing purposes. 

4. As CHRIST is pleased to represent to His FATHER that great Sacrifice as a means of atonement and 
expiation for all mankind, and with special purposes and intendment for all the elect, all that serve Him 
in holiness; so He hath appointed, that the same ministry shall be done upon earth too, in our manner, 
and according to our proportion; and therefore hath constituted and separated an order of men, who, 
by "showing forth the LORD'S death" by Sacramental representation, may pray unto GOD after the same 
manner that our LORD and High Priest does; that is, offer to GOD and represent, in this solemn prayer 
and Sacrament, CHRIST, as already offered; so sending up a gracious instrument, whereby our prayers 
may, for His sake and in the same manner of intercession, be offered up to GOD in our behalf, and for all 
them for whom we pray, to all those purposes for which CHRIST died. 

5. As the ministers of the Sacrament do, in a sacramental manner, present to GOD the Sacrifice of the 
Cross, by being imitators of CHRIST'S intercession; so the people are sacrificers too in their manner: for, 
besides that, by saying Amen, they join in the act of him that ministers, and make it also to be their own, 
so, when they eat and drink the consecrated and blessed elements worthily, they receive CHRIST within 
them, and therefore may also offer Him to GOD, while, in their Sacrifice of obedience and thanksgiving, 
they present themselves to GOD with CHRIST, whom they have spiritually received, that is, themselves 
with that, which will make them gracious and acceptable. The offering their bodies and souls and 
services to GOD in Him, and by Him, and with Him, who is His FATHER'S Well-beloved, and in whom He 
is well-pleased, cannot but be accepted to all the purposes of blessing, grace, and glory. 

6. This is the sum of the greatest mystery of our religion; it is the copy of the Passion, and the 
ministration of the great mystery of our redemption: and, therefore, whatsoever entitles us to the 
general privileges of .CHRIST'S Passion, all that is necessary by way of disposition to the celebration of 
the Sacrament of His Passion; because this celebration is our manner of applying or using it.—vol. iv. pp. 
265, 6. 

When you have received, pray and give thanks. Pray for all estates of men; for they also have an interest 
in the body of Christ, whereof they are members: and you, in conjunction with CHRIST (whom then you 
have received) are more fit to pray for them in that advantage, and in the celebration of that holy 
Sacrifice, which then is sacramentally represented to GOD.-p. 272. 

When I said that the Sacrifice of the Cross, which CHRIST offered for all the sins and all the needs of the 
world, is represented to GOD by the minister in the Sacrament, and offered up in prayer and 
sacramental memory, after the manner that CHRIST Himself intercedes for us in heaven, (so far as His 
glorious Priesthood is imitable by His ministers on earth,) I must of necessity also mean, that all the 

benefits of that Sacrifice are then conveyed to all that communicate worthily.And if we desire 

anything else and need it, here it is to be prayed for, here to be hoped for, here to be received.--p. 273. 


After the receiving the Cup of Blessing. 




It is finished. Blessed be the mercies of GOD revealed to us in JESUS CHRIST. 0 blessed and Eternal High 
Priest, let the Sacrifice of the Cross, which Thou didst once offer for the sins of the whole world, and 
which Thou dost now and always represent in heaven to Thy FATHER, by Thy never-ceasing intercession, 
and which this day hath been exhibited on Thy holy table sacramentally, obtain mercy and peace, faith 
and charity, safety and establishment, to Thy holy Church, which Thou hast founded upon a rock, the 
rock of a holy faith; and let not the gates of hell prevail against her, nor the enemy of mankind take any 
soul out of Thy hand, whom Thou hast purchased with Thy Blood, and sanctified by Thy Spirit.—p. 312. 


ID.-Collection of Offices.--Office for the Holy Communion. 

["An office or order, for the administration of the Holy Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper, according to 
the way of the Apostolical Churches, and the doctrine of the Church of England."] 


Prayer of Preparation. 


0 LORD GOD, who, in mercy and great compassion, dost consider Thy people, and hast given unto us. 
Thy unworthy servants, miserable sinners, confidence and commandment to present ourselves before 
Thee, at Thy holy table, to represent a holy, venerable, and unbloody Sacrifice for our sins, and for the 
errors and ignorances of all Thy people, look upon me, the meanest and most polluted of all them that 
approach to Thy sacred presence. Pity me, 0 GOD, and wash away all my sins . . . and, by the power of 
the HOLY GHOST, make me worthy for this ministry, accepting this service for His sake whose Sacrifice I 
represent, and by whose commandment I minister, even our LORD and SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST. 
Amen.-vol. xv. p. 291. 


Let us Pray. 


0 LORD GOD, our Creator, who hast given us life and being, and hast shown unto us the way of 
salvation, vouchsafing to us the revelation of heavenly mysteries, and hast commanded to us this service 
in the power of the Holy Ghost, and obedience of the LORD JESUS, be Thou well-pleased, 0 LORD, with 
this our service and duty, and grant that with a holy fear, and a pure conscience, we may finish this 
service, presenting a holy Sacrifice holily unto Thee, that Thou mayest receive it in heaven, and smell a 
sweet odour in the union of the eternal Sacrifice which our Blessed LORD perpetually offers; and accept 
us graciously as thou didst entertain the gifts of Abel, the Sacrifice of Noah, the services of Moses and 
Aaron, the peace-offering of Samuel, the repentance of David, and the incense of Zacharias; and as from 
the hands of Thy holy Apostles Thou didst accept this ministry; so vouchsafe by the hands of us 
miserable sinners to finish and perfect this oblation, that it may be sanctified by the Holy Ghost, and be 
accepted in the LORD JESUS .. .--pp. 292, 3. 



Prayer of Consecration. 


Have mercy upon us, 0 Heavenly FATHER, according to Thy glorious mercies and promises, send Thy 
Holy Ghost upon our hearts, and let Him also descend upon these gifts, that by His good, His holy, His 
glorious presence, He may sanctify and enlighten our hearts, and He may bless and sanctify these gifts. 
... pp. 299, 300. 


Prayer of Oblation. 


We sinners, Thy unworthy servants, in remembrance of Thy life-giving passion, Thy Cross and Thy pains. 
Thy death and Thy burial, Thy resurrection from the dead, and Thy ascension into heaven, Thy sitting at 
the right hand of God, making intercession for us; and expecting, with fear and trembling, Thy 
formidable and glorious return to judge the quick and dead, when Thou shalt render to every man 
according to his works, do humbly present to Thee, 0 LORD, this present Sacrifice of remembrance and 
thanksgiving, humbly and passionately praying Thee not to deal with us according to our sins, nor 
recompense us after our transgressions .. .--p. 301. 


Prayer for the Catholic Church. 


Receive, 0 eternal GOD, this Sacrifice for and in behalf of all Christian people whom Thou hast 
redeemed with the blood of Thy SON, and purchased as Thine own inheritance .. .--p. 303. 


ID.--Worthy Communicant, chap. i. sect. iv. 


It is the greatest solemnity of prayer, the most powerful liturgy, and means of impetration, in this world. 
For when CHRIST was consecrated on the Cross, and became our High Priest, having reconciled us to 
GOD by the death of the Cross, He became infinitely gracious in the eyes of GOD, and was admitted to 
the celestial and eternal priesthood in heaven, where, in the virtue of the Cross, He intercedes for us, 
and represents an eternal Sacrifice in the heavens on our behalf. That He is a Priest in heaven, appears 
in the large discourses and direct affirmatives of St. Paul. That there is no other Sacrifice to be offered, 
but that on the Cross, it is evident, because "He hath but once appeared, in the end of the world, to put 
away sin by the Sacrifice of Himself;" and, therefore, since it is necessary, that He hath something to 
offer, so long as He is a Priest, and there is no other Sacrifice but that of Himself, offered upon the 
Cross,--it follows, that CHRIST, in heaven, perpetually offers and represents that Sacrifice to His 
Heavenly FATHER, and, in virtue of that, obtains all good things for His Church. 



(2.) Now what CHRIST does in heaven, He hath commanded us to do on earth; that is, to represent His 
death, to commemorate His Sacrifice, by humble prayer and thankful record; and, by faithful 
manifestation and joyful Eucharist, to lay it before the eyes of our heavenly Father, so ministering in His 
priesthood, and doing according to His commandment and example; the Church being the image of 
heaven; the priest, the minister of CHRIST; the holy table being a copy of the celestial altar; and the 
eternal sacrifice of the Lamb slain from the beginning of the world, being always the same: it bleeds no 
more after the finishing of it on the Cross; but it is wonderfully represented in heaven, and graciously 
represented here; by CHRIST'S action there, by His commandment here. And the event of it is plainly 
this,--that as CHRIST, in virtue of His Sacrifice on the Cross, intercedes for us with His FATHER, so does 
the minister of CHRIST'S priesthood here; that the virtue of the eternal Sacrifice may be salutary and 
effectual to all the needs of the Church, both for things temporal and eternal. And, therefore, it was not 
without great mystery and clear signification, that our blessed LOED was pleased to command the 
representation of his Death and Sacrifice on the Cross should be made, by breaking bread and effusion 
of wine; to signify to us the nature and sacredness of the liturgy we are about, and that we minister in 
the priesthood of CHRIST, who is a Priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec; that is, we are 
ministers in that unchangeable priesthood, imitating, in the external ministry, the prototype 
Melchisedec: of whom it was said, "He brought forth bread and wine, and was the priest of the Most 
High GOD;" and, in the internal, imitating the antitype, or the substance, CHRIST Himself; who offered 
up his Body and Blood for atonement for us, and, by the Sacraments of bread and wine, and the prayers 
of oblation and intercession, commands us to officiate in His priesthood, in the external, ministering like 
Melchisedec, in the internal, after the manner of CHRIST Himself. 

(3.)This is a great and a mysterious truth, which, as it is plainly manifested in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
so it is understood by the ancient and holy doctors of the Church.... 

(4.) The effect of this I represent in the words of Lyra; "That which does purge and cleanse our sins, must 
be celestial and spiritual; and that which is such, hath a perpetual efficacy, and needs not to be done 
again; but that which is daily offered in the Church, is a daily commemoration of that one Sacrifice, 
which was offered on the Cross, according to the command of CHRIST, 'Do this in commemoration of 
me.' 

(5.) Now this holy ministry and Sacrament of His death, being, according to CHRIST'S commandment, 
and, in our manner, a representation of that eternal Sacrifice,--an imitation of CHRIST'S intercession in 
heaven in virtue of that Sacrifice, must be after the pattern in the Mount: it must be as that is, by pura 
prece, as Tertullian's phrase is, "by pure prayer;" it is an intercession for the whole Church, present and 
absent, in the virtue of that Sacrifice. I need add no more, but leave it to the meditation, to the joy and 
admiration of all Christian people, to think and to enumerate the blessings of this Sacrament, which is so 
excellent a representation of CHRIST'S death, by CHRIST'S commandment; and so glorious an imitation 
of that intercession, which CHRIST makes in heaven for us all; it is all but the representation of His 
death, in the way of prayer and interpellation; CHRIST as Head, and we as members; He as High Priest, 
and we as servants, His ministers. And, therefore, I shall stop here, and leave the rest for wonder and 
Eucharist; we may pray here with all the solemnity and advantages imaginable; we may, with hope and 
comfort, use the words of David, "I will take the cup of salvation, and call upon the name of the LORD." 
We are here very likely to prevail for all blessings, for this is, by way of eminency, glory, and singularity, 
calix benedictionis, "the cup of blessing," which we bless, and by which GOD will bless us, and for which 
He is to be blessed for evermore.--vol. xv. pp. 437-440. 

For what CHRIST did once upon the Cross in real Sacrifice, that He always does in heaven, by perpetual 
representment and intercession; what CHRIST does by His supreme priesthood, that the Church doth by 



her ministerial; what He does in heaven, we do upon earth; what is performed at the right hand of GOD, 
is also represented, and, in one manner, exhibited upon the holy table of the LORD: and what is done on 
altars upon solemn days, is done in our closets in our daily offices; that is, GOD is invocated, and GOD is 
appeased, and GOD is reconciled, and GOD gives us blessings and the fruits of CHRIST'S Passion, in the 
virtue of the Sacrificed Lamb; that is, we, believing, and praying, are blessed, and sanctified, and saved, 
through JESUS CHRIST.-pp. 481, 482. 

A Prayer, to be said after the Communion, in behalf of our souls and all Christian people. 

0 most merciful and gracious GOD, FATHER of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, the LORD of glory; .... relying 
upon Thy goodness, trusting in Thy promises, and having received my dearest LORD into my soul, I 
humbly represent to Thy divine majesty the glorious Sacrifice, which our dearest JESUS made of Himself 
upon the Cross, and, by a never-ceasing intercession, now exhibits to Thee in Heaven, in the office of an 
eternal priesthood; in behalf of all that have communicated this day in the divine mysteries, in all the 
congregations of the Christian world, and in behalf of all them that desire to communicate, and are 
hindered by sickness or necessity, by fear or scruple, by censures ecclesiastical, or the sentences of their 
own consciences... 

I humbly present to Thy Divine Majesty this glorious Sacrifice, which thy servants, this day, have 
represented upon earth, in behalf of my dearest relations, wife, children, husband, parents, friends, &c. 


For all mankind whom I have, and whom I have not remembered, I humbly represent the Sacrifice of Thy 
eternal SON, His merits and obedience, His life and death, His resurrection and ascension. His charity 
and intercession.. .--pp. 686, 688. 


BREVINT, PRESBYTER.--Christian Sacrifice and Sacrament. 


For this must be granted, that the holy Communion is not only a Sacrament, that the worshipper is to 
come to for no other purpose, than to receive; nor a Sacrifice only, where he should have nothing else 
to do, but to give: but it is as the great solemnity of the ancient Passover was, whereof it hath taken 
place; a great mystery, consisting both of Sacrament and Sacrifice, that is, of the religious service which 
the people owe to GOD, and of the full salvation which GOD is pleased to promise to His people.--p. 2. 

It is a certain truth, that there never was on earth a true religion without some kind of Sacrifices: and it 
is a very great He to say that now the Christian should want them... . 

Of all the carnal Sacrifices, which the Jews do reduce to six kinds, (besides many more oblations,) none 
ever had any saving reality, as to the washing away of sins, but in dependence on JESUS CHRIST our 
LORD; and as to our service and duty towards GOD, which they were also to represent, none had this 
second end so fully performed under the Law as it must be under the Gospel. The blessed Communion 
alone, when whole and not mutilated, concenters and brings together these two great ends (full 
expiation of sins, and acceptable duty to God,) towards which all the old Sacrifices never looked, but as 
either simple engagements, or weak shadows. As for the first, which is expiation of sins, it is most 
certain that the Sacrifice of JESUS CHRIST alone hath been sufficient for it:... .And the reiteration of it 
were not only superfluous as to its real effect, but also most injurious to CHRIST in the very thought and 



attempt. 


Nevertheless, this Sacrifice, which by a real oblation was not to be offered more than once, is, by an 
Eucharistical and devout commemoration, to be offered up every day. This is what the Apostle calls, to 
"set forth the death of the LORD",--to set it forth, I say, as well before the eyes of GOD His Father, as 
before the eyes of all men,--and St. Augustine did explain, when he said that the holy Flesh of JESUS 
CHRIST was offered up in three manners; by prefiguring Sacrifices under the Law, before His coming into 
the world; in real deed upon the Cross; and by a commemorative Sacrament, after He is ascended into 
heaven. All comes to this—First, that the Sacrifice, as it is itself and in itself, it can never be reiterated; 
yet, by way of devout celebration and remembrance, it may nevertheless be reiterated every day. 
Secondly, that whereas the holy Eucharist is by itself a Sacrament, wherein GOD offers unto all men the 
blessings merited by the oblation of His Son, it likewise becomes, by our remembrance, a kind of 
Sacrifice also; whereby, to obtain at His hands the same blessings, we present and expose before His 
eyes that same holy and precious oblation once offered. Thus the ancient Israelites did continually 
represent, in their solemn prayers to GOD, that covenant which He had made once with Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, their forefathers. Thus did the Jews, in their captivity, turn their faces towards either the 
country or to the Temple, where the Mercy-seat and the Ark were, which were the memorials of His 
promises, and the Sacramental engagement of His blessings. And thus the Christians in their prayers do 
every day insist upon, and represent to GOD the Father the meritorious passion of their SAVIOUR, as the 
only sure ground, whereon both GOD may give, and they obtain the blessings which they do pray for. 
Now, neither the Israelites had ever Temple, or Ark, or Mercy-seat, nor the Christians have any 
ordinance, devotion, or mystery, that may prove to be such a blessed and effectual instrument to reach 
this everlasting Sacrifice, and to set it out so solemnly before the eyes of GOD ALMIGHTY, as the holy 
Eucharist is. To men it is a sacred Table, where GOD'S Minister is ordered to represent from GOD his 
Master the passion of His dear Son, as still fresh and still powerful for their eternal salvation: and to GOD 
it is an Altar, whereon men mystically represent to Him the same Sacrifice, as still bleeding and sueing 
for expiation and mercy. And because it is the High Priest Himself, the true Anointed of the LORD, who 
hath set up most expressly both this Table and this Altar for these two ends, namely, for the 
communication of His Body and Blood to men, and for the representation and memorial of both to GOD; 
it cannot be doubted, but that the one must be most advantageous to the penitent sinner, and the other 
most acceptable to that good and gracious Father, who is always pleased in His Son, and who loves of 
Himself the repenting and the sincere returning of His children. Luke xv. 22. Hence one may see both the 
great use and advantage of more frequent communion; and how much it concerns us, whensoever we 
go to receive it, to lay out all our wants, and pour out all our grief, our prayers, and our praises, before 
the LORD, in so happy a conjuncture. The primitive Christians did it so, who did as seldom meet to 
preach or pray, without a Communion, as did the old Israelites to worship, without a Sacrifice. On 
solemn days especially, or upon great exigencies, they ever used this help of sacramental oblation, as 
the most powerful means the Church had to strengthen their supplications, to open the gates of heaven, 
and to force in a manner GOD and His CHRIST, to have compassion on them. The people of Israel, for the 
better performance of prayer and devotion, went up to the Tabernacle and the Temple, because 
(besides other motives) both these were figures of that Body which was to be sacrificed. Wherefore 
CHRIST calls His body "this temple." John ii. 19; and the first Christians went up to their Churches, there 
to meet with these mysteries, which do represent Him both as already sacrificed, and yet as in some sort 
offering and giving up Himself. Those, in worshipping, ever turned their eyes, their hearts, their hopes 
towards that Altar and Sacrifice, whence the High Priest was to carry the Blood into the sanctuary; and 
these, looking towards the Cross and their crucified SAVIOUR there, through His sufferings hope for a 
way towards heaven; being encouraged to this hope by the very memorial which they both take to 
themselves and show to GOD of these sufferings. Lastly, JESUS, our eternal Priest, being from the Cross, 



where He suffered without the gate, gone up into the true sanctuary which is in heaven, there above 
doth continually present both His Body in true reality, and us as Aaron did the twelve tribes of Israel, in a 
memorial. Exod. xxviii. 29. and, on the other side, we, beneath in the Church, present to GOD His Body 
and Blood in a memorial, that, under this shadow of His Cross, and image of His Sacrifice, we may 
present ourselves before Him in very deed and reality. 

"0 LORD, who seest nothing in me, that is truly mine, but dust and ashes, and, which is worse, sinful 
flesh and blood. . . . Turn Thine eyes, 0 merciful Father, to the satisfaction and intercession of Thy Son, 
who now sits at Thy right hand; to the seals of Thy covenant, which lie before Thee upon this Table; and 
to all the wants and distresses, which also Thou seest in my heart.".. .--pp. 71--78. 

It is either the error, or the incogitancy of too many Christians, which makes them sometimes believe, 
and oftener live as if, under the Gospel, there were no other Sacrifice but that of CHRIST upon the Cross. 
It is very true, indeed, there is no other, nor can there be any other sufficient, and proper for this end, of 
satisfying GOD'S justice, and expiating our sins. "I have trodden the wine-press alone, and of the people 
there was none with me; I looked, and there was none to help." Isai. Ixiii. 3. 5. In this respect, though the 
whole Church should, in a body, offer up herself as a burnt Sacrifice to GOD, yet could she not 
contribute more towards the bearing up or bearing away "the wrath to come," than all those innocent 
souls, who stood near JESUS CHRIST when He gave up the ghost, did towards the darkening of the sun, 
or the shaking of the whole earth. But that which is not so much as useful, much less necessary to this 
eternal Sacrifice which alone could redeem mankind, is indispensably both necessary and useful, that we 
may have a share in this redemption. So that if the sacrifice of ourselves, which we ought to offer up to 
GOD, cannot procure salvation, it is absolutely necessary to receive it.—pp. 80, 81. 

And this act of the Church consecrating herself to GOD, and joining herself so to CHRIST as to make but 
one oblation with Him, is the mystery represented by the daily Sacrifice. Exod. xxix. 38. Numb, xxviii. 3. 

This Sacrifice did consist of two parts. The first and chiefest was the lamb, that did foreshow the Lamb of 
GOD; and the second was the meat and drink offering, made of flour mingled with oil and wine: all 
which, being but an additional thrown on the lamb, morning and evening, was counted but for one and 
the same Sacrifice. Those secondary oblations, so thrown and burnt upon the main Sacrifice, signified 
properly these offerings which Christians must present to GOD, of themselves, of then-goods, and of 
their praises. From this meat and drink offering, which was added to more substantial Sacrifices, came 
the bread and wine to be used at the celebration of CHRIST'S death. Which bread in the Communion 
considered as Sacrament, signifies the natural, but considered as Sacrifice, it represents the mystical 
Body of CHRIST, that is His Church. "For we that are many," saith the Apostle, 1 Cor. x. 17, "are one 
bread."... Soon after, the Church added oil and frankincense to bread and wine, to make up the whole 
meat-offering, which consisted of four things. The truth is, all that we can offer upon our own account, is 
but such an oblation as this meat and drink offering of Moses was, that cannot be presented but by the 
virtue and merits of JESUS CHRIST, who supports it: and that can never ascend up to heaven but along 
with the sacred smoke of that great Burnt Sacrifice, which is to carry it up thither. For, on the one side, 
our own persons, our works, or any thing else that may be ours, are by themselves but weak, 
unsubstantial kinds of offerings, which cannot be presented unto GOD, otherwise but as these 
additional oblations, which of themselves fall to the ground, unless a more solid Sacrifice do sustain 
them: and on the other side, this solid and fundamental Sacrifice upholds, saves, and sanctifies but 
those persons and things, that, according to the Law of Moses his meat-offerings, are thrown into this 
His fire, are allowed upon His altar, and are together with Him consecrated to GOD by Him.-pp. 88, 9. 

Now, though all men be called to this conformity and communion in the sufferings of CHRIST, from the 



time of those sufferings until there be no times at all; and although the days of our present life have all 
the privilege which those seven feast days once had, when every one might gird his loins, eat his 
unleavened bread, and kill his own bullock, as the Priest did sacrifice the Paschal Lamb; (which bullock 
was superadded to the Paschal Lamb, that both might better suffice for the seven festival days, besides 
its other ritual and figurative importance as a Sacrifice;) it is certain, nevertheless, that there are two 
more special and extraordinary days, wherein Christians are invited by more urgent and proper 
circumstances, to present their souls and bodies, by way of second offering, upon the Sacrifice of their 
SAVIOUR. The first is past, and that was when the SAVIOUR offered Himself to death; when heaven and 
earth, temple and graves, shook at the blow that killed Him; when pious souls either stood immovable, 
as the blessed Virgin, hard by His Cross, or, in a manner, crucified themselves, beating their breasts, as 
the daughters of Jerusalem; and when every disciple might, by the very conjunction of all the things he 
saw, be moved to say as Thomas, "Let us go and let us die with Him." John xi. 16. The other time most 
favourable and proper, next to that of His real Passion, is that of the holy Communion; which, as it hath 
been explained, is a Sacramental Passion, where, though the Body be broken, and the Blood shed but by 
way of representative mystery, yet both are as effectually, and as truly offered for our own use, if we go 
to it worthily, as when that Holy and Divine Lamb did offer Himself the first time. 

Therefore, whensoever Christians approach to this dreadful mystery, and to the Lamb of GOD "lying and 
sacrificed" (as some say that the holy Nicene Council speaks,) "upon the holy Table," it concerns their 
main interest, in point of salvation, as well as other duties, to take a special care not to lame and deprive 
the grand Sacrifice of its own due attendance: but to behave themselves in that manner that, as both 
the principal and additional sacrifices were consumed by the same fire, and went up towards heaven in 
the same flame, so JESUS CHRIST and all His members may jointly appear before GOD: this in a 
Sacramental mystery, these, with their real bodies and souls, offering themselves at the same time, in 
the same place, and by the same oblation.-pp. 92-94. 

"0 Father of mercies, I beseech Thee, both by the merits of Thy Son, who now intercedes in heaven, and 
by that bloody Sacrifice which He hath offered on the Cross, (whereof Thou seest the Sacrament upon 
this table,) this day be pleased to receive me into the communion of His sufferings, and hereafter into 
the communion of His glory."-p. 102. 

It is an express and often repeated law of God by Moses, and no where repealed by CHRIST, that no 
worshipper shall presume to appear before Him with empty hands. Sincere Christians must have them 
full at the receiving of the holy communion, with four distinct sorts of sacrifices, 1. The sacramental and 
commemorative Sacrifice of CHRIST. 2. The real and actual sacrifice of themselves. 3. The freewill 
offering of their goods. 4. The peace offering of their praises. 

The first as representing the Sacrifice offered on the Cross, is the ground of the three others, especially 
of the second; which must no more be separated from it, than parts are from the whole, or the body 
from its head.-p. 106. 

Now, though CHRIST our blessed SAVIOUR, by that everlasting and ever same Sacrifice of Himself, offer 
Himself virtually up on all occasions; and we, on our side, also, offer ourselves, and what is ours, with 
Him several other ways, besides that of the Holy Communion: . . . nevertheless, because CHRIST offers 
Himself for us at the holy communion in a more solemn and public sacramental way,-(thence it comes, 
that the memorial of the Sacrifice of CHRIST thereby celebrated, takes commonly the name of the 
Sacrifice itself, as St. Austin explains it often),-we are then obliged, in a more special manner, to renew 
all our Sacrifices, all the vows of our baptism, all the first fruits of our conversion, and all the particular 
promises which, it may be, we have made.... 



So shall the new Israel tread on the pious steps of the old, who ever from time to time reiterated, either 
in Mispah or in Gilgal, &c., that covenant which the LORD had made with him in Sinai. It is true, the Lord 
did not then again repeat the thunder, that once made the mountains tremble; as, in our Churches, He 
doth not reiterate that very Passion that made the powers of heaven mourn and shake: nevertheless, as 
Joshua, Asa, Josias, Jehoiadah, and other such holy men, could from their Master assure the people, that 
the covenant which they did renew,--for example, in Shechem, Josh. xxiv. 25. 2 Chron. xv. 12. and xxiii. 
16.--was not less powerful, either to bless the observers, or to destroy the offenders thereof, than it was 
when Moses and the holy angels published it at the first upon Sinai: so now the ministers of our LORD 
JESUS CHRIST, having in their hands the Sacraments of the Gospel, (true seals and tables of the new 
law,) may both produce and give them out as evidences, that the Sacrifice of their Master is not less able 
to save men's souls, when it is offered to men, and sacramentally offered again to GOD, at the Holy 
Communion, than when it was new offered upon the Cross.... 

By this it is easy to see, that our holy eucharistical Communions are much correspondent to those feasts, 
that did call the people of Israel together, first to appear and prostrate themselves before the LORD with 
Sacrifices for their sin; and then to lay upon the altar that other kind of Sacrifices which they used to call 
"peace offerings," and which were ordained to express both their thankfulness to GOD, and their charity 
to men.-pp. 113--115. 


This is the reason why, because primitive Christians never received those holy mysteries but after they 
had made their offerings, and because those very mysteries which they received were commonly taken, 
as to the matter, from that bread and wine which they had before offered; the holy fathers, (for 
instance, St. Irenaeus,) who thus had no occasion to be so exact or cautious as to distinguish precisely 
the nature of two sacred offices, which went constantly together, do not scruple to speak of the blessed 
communion, promiscuously as Sacrament or Sacrifice.--pp. 119, 20. 

I dare appear before the LORD with all my sins and my sorrows; it is very just also, that I should appear 
with these few blessings which are mine; they are mine by Thy favour, and, having received them of Thy 
hand, now do I offer them to Thee. Forgive, I beseech Thee, sins, deliver me from my sorrows, and 
accept of this my small blessing. Accept of this my Sacrifice, as Thou didst of that of Abel, of Abraham, 
and of Noah; or rather, look in behalf on that only true Sacrifice, whereof here is the Sacrament,--the 
Sacrifice of the only unspotted Lamb, the Sacrifice of Thine own SON, of Thine only Begotten SON, of 
Thy SON proceeding from Thee, to die for me. 0 let Him again come from Thee to me; let Him come 
now as the Only Begotten of the FATHER, full of grace and of truth, to bless me. Amen, Amen.--pg. 128, 
9. 


Ib.--Depth and Mystery of the Roman Mass. 


The main intention of the Mass is, first, to offer up to GOD the FATHER the Body and Blood of His 

SON.This is the grand object of Rome's Catholic religion; and whosoever every morning goes to that 

Church, it is in order to have some share in this unreasonable service. 

For, both in reason and Scripture, we are to offer ourselves to GOD; which St. Paul calls our "reasonable 
service." Rom. xii. 1. We must, likewise, offer our prayers, praises, elevation of hearts, tears of 
contrition, virtuous thoughts, just and charitable vows and works, &c., which, in opposition to the flesh 
and blood of Levitical Sacrifices, the ancient fathers use to call "Sacrifices without blood." We must also 




celebrate, and in a manner offer to GOD, and expose and lay before him the holy memorials of that 
great Sacrifice on the Cross, the only foundation of GOD'S mercies and of our hopes, in like manner as 
faithful Israelites did, at every occasion, represent unto GOD that covenant of His with Abraham their 
father, as the original conveyance of blessings settled on his posterity. And this is the "sacramental 
priestly office" in the Areopagite, the "commemorative Sacrifice" in St. Chrysostom, and the "Sacrifice 
after the order of Melchisedek" in St. Theodoret, which we solemnly do offer in the celebration of holy 
mysteries. All these things, I say, and whatsoever else depends on them, it is our duty to offer to GOD 
and to CHRIST, or rather to GOD by CHRIST. But that we should offer also CHRIST Himself, our LORD and 
our GOD, to whom we must offer ourselves;--it is a piece of devotion never heard of among men, till the 
Mass came in to bring such news.--pp. 28--30. 

Because it was the general custom of primitive Christians, never to receive the holy Sacrament but after 
they had made their offerings, out of which the two elements of bread and wine, being set apart and 
consecrated, and then, by an ordinary manner of speech, called the Body and Blood of Christ; the word, 
as well as the act of offering, got so large and common a use in two distinct offices, as to signify the 
whole service; which St. Augustine more distinctly calls "offering" and "receiving;" that is, offering the 
bread and wine before, and receiving part of it after it was consecrated. And really the whole service 
was little more than a continued oblation. For Christians, before the Sacrament, offered their gifts; and, 
after it, offered their prayers, their praises, and themselves. And this was the constant and solemn 
oblation of the Church, until dark and stupid ages, which by degrees have hatched Transubstantiation in 
the bosom of the Roman Church, have at last improved it to this horrid direful service, which mainly 
aims at this, to offer upon an altar, not the bread and wine as before, but the very Body and Blood of 
CHRIST. 

And because these public offices about the holy Sacrament are, in antiquity, commonly called Sacrifices, 
as being standing memorials of the true Sacrifice of CHRIST, the Church of Rome is now pleased to 
mistake these "antitypes" and "representations," as the ancient Church calls them, of the sufferings of 
CHRIST, for CHRIST Himself, represented by the antitypes; and upon this mistake she now builds up 
altars in every corner of her temples, thereon not only to offer, but also to sacrifice the SON of 
GOD.—pp. 57, 8. 


SANCROFT, ARCHBISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-MS. Corrections of the Common Prayer. 


[Rubrick before the Prayer for the Church Militant.] 


[From a copy of the Book of Common Prayer, in the Bodleian Library, (Arch. D. Bodl. 28.) prepared, as it 
would seem, by Sancroft for the consideration Of the Commissioners in 1661; containing also minute 
directions to the printer. Before the Prayer "We do not presume," &c. there is a marginal note, "What 
follows from hence to the end of the distribution is somewhat otherwise methodized in page B, and 
both left to censure. See after the next leaf". Page B is headed, "Another method of the Consecration, 
Oblation, Address, and Distribution." This book, together with those of Bishops Barlow and Duppa, 
above quoted, was obligingly pointed out by the Rev. Bulkeley Bandinel, D.D., Bodley's Librarian. 


"The Convocation assembled on the 8th of May, 1661, and, after due deliberation, made considerable 
additions and alterations.... 



"It is well known, that Mr. Sancroft was eminently useful in assisting in the alterations, although it is not 
easy to ascertain on what particular parts of the work, or to what extent his services were employed. As 
he was not a member of Convocation at the time, for he then held no preferments, his name does not 
appear among those to whom the preparation of any portion of the work was committed; and it seems 
that he was only privately employed, probably by the recommendation of Bishop Cosin, who bore a 
considerable share in this business, and in consequence of the confidence reposed in his talents, 
learning, and judgment. 

"However, it is specially recorded that he assisted in rectifying the calendar and the rubrics, and that, 
after the work was completed, he was one of those appointed by an order of the upper house of 
Convocation for the supervision of the press."--D'Oyley's Life of Sancroft, vol. i. pp. 111-114. 

The alterations proposed in the Prayer of Consecration remarkably agree with those suggested by 
Bishop Cosin, in a paper of "Particulars to be considered, explained, and corrected in the Book of 
Common Prayer," printed in Nicholls, Appendix, pp. 67-71. [["Whether or no these following 
observations were drawn up by Dr. Cosin before the Restoration of King Charles, or afterwards, upon 
the last Review of the Common Prayer, I cannot say; but this is plain, that those reviewers had very great 
regard to these remarks, they having altered most things according as was therein desired; and it is 
probable, that they were laid before the Board, Bishop Cosin being one of the principal 
commissioners."-Note in Nicholls, p. 67.]] 

"In the Prayer of Consecration, where the Priest saith, 'to continue a perpetual memory of His precious 
death,' here seems to want 'and Sacrifice'—'until His coming again;' which, if added, would be more 
consonant to the nature of that holy action, and the words of the Catechism following, made and set 
forth for that purpose. 

"The Prayer of Oblation is here placed after the participation and distribution of the Sacrament made to 
the people, which in King Edward's First Service Book, and in all other ancient Liturgies, is set before it, 
and next after the Prayer of Consecration. 

"If it were ordered here, and the Prayer of Thanksgiving ('Almighty and everlasting GOD, we most 
heartily thank Thee,' &c.) appointed to follow for the Post Communion, it would be more consonant, 
both to former precedents, and the nature of this holy action."] 

And if there be a Communion, the Priest shall then offer up, and place upon the Table so much Bread 
and Wine as he shall think sufficient. 


[Prayer of Consecration and Oblation.] 


ALMIGHTY GOD, our heavenly FATHER, who of Thy tender mercy, &c... and did institute, and in His holy 
Gospel command us to continue, a perpetual memory of that His precious death and Sacrifice, until His 
coming again; Hear us, 0 merciful FATHER, we most humbly beseech Thee, and by the power of Thy holy 
Word and Spirit, vouchsafe so to bless and sanctify these Thy gifts and creatures of bread and wine, that 
we receiving them according to Thy SON our Saviour JESUS CHRIST'S holy institution, in remembrance of 
Him, and to show forth His death and passion, may be partakers of His most blessed Body and Blood. 


Who, in the same night, &c. 



Immediately after shall follow this Memorial, or Prayer of Oblation. 


Wherefore, 0 LORD and heavenly FATHER, according to the institution of Thy dearly beloved SON, our 
SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, we thy humble servants do celebrate and make here, before Thy divine 
Majesty, with these Thy holy gifts, the memorial which Thy Son hath willed and commanded us to make; 
having in remembrance His most blessed Passion and Sacrifice, His mighty Resurrection, and His glorious 
Ascension into heaven, rendering unto Thee most hearty thanks; for the innumerable benefits procured 
unto us by the same. And we entirely desire Thy fatherly goodness mercifully to accept this our Sacrifice 
of praise and thanksgiving; most humbly beseeching Thee to grant, that by the merits and death of thy 
SON JESUS CHRIST, now represented unto Thee, and through faith in His Blood, who maketh 
intercession for us at Thy right hand, we and all Thy whole Church may obtain remission of our sins, and 
be made partakers of all other benefits of His passion. And here we offer and present unto Thee, 0 
LORD, ourselves, our souls and bodies, to be a reasonable, holy, and lively Sacrifice unto Thee; humbly 
beseeching Thee, that whosoever shall be partakers of this holy Communion, may worthily receive the 
most precious Body and Blood of Thy SON JESUS CHRIST, and be fulfilled, &c... 


SCRIVENER, PRESBYTER.—Course of Divinity. Book. i. chap. 44. 


Great contention has been about the Sacrifice of the altar; and, perhaps, though with just cause, yet not 
so great as is generally believed. For these two terms do much illustrate one the other. For neither is the 
altar upon which Christians offer, properly an altar, any more than (as is said before) the LORD'S day 
now observed is properly a Sabbath; nor is the Sacrifice thereon performed properly a Sacrifice. Some 
will have that only truly called a Sacrifice which consisted of living creatures slain and offered to GOD, 
and to this sense do I most incline.... 

Now, for brevity sake, to omit many things incident to this dispute, and to apply the notion of Sacrifice 
to the actions in the Eucharist; if we take Sacrifice in Melanchthon's sense, from which Calvin doth not 
much vary, for "every act and thing devoted to God, whereby we give Him honour," there are Sacrifices 
enough to be found in the Eucharist; and there are many known senses of Sacrifice given to GOD, 
admitted by Protestants. But, passing all them over, the question here must be stated concerning this 
Sacrifice, as it was concerning the Body of CHRIST, not whether there really it is, but whether it really 
and properly be predicated of the matter of the Sacrament; and that in as proper a sense as CHRIST'S 
Body was offered upon the Cross: this we deny, acknowledging only these three things, which fully 
satisfy the expressions of the ancient, calling the Host an "incruent Sacrifice." First, because here we call 
to remembrance CHRIST'S Sacrifice upon the Cross, according as He instituted and required that at our 
hands, saying, "Do this in remembrance of Me." Secondly, as it is a Sacrifice rememorative, so it is a 
Sacrifice representative, insinuating and signifying unto us the death and passion of CHRIST; and not as 
common signs and advertencies only to bring to mind, or, as Gulielmus Parisiensis hath it, "like a string 
tied about the finger," to put a man in remembrance, and no more; but also to inform the judgment, 
and confirm and increase the faith of the receiver. Thirdly, it is a Sacrifice representative to GOD as well 
as to man, for, though nothing can lie hid from Him, or be forgotten by Him, yet, taking things as He 
hath been pleased to express them unto us, after the manner of men, He, by the offering of this 
Sacrifice, and the devout worship there performed to God, is moved to behold, consider, and accept the 
true Sacrifice which Christ made for us in offering Himself for us; as it was by GOD'S own appointment in 
the rainbow, put for a sign between Him and man, of the covenant for not drowning the earth. "And the 



bow (saith the Scripture) shall be in the cloud, and I will look upon it, that I may remember the 
everlasting covenant between God and every living creature of all flesh, that is upon the earth." Gen. ix. 
16. In like manner, and much more effectually, may we say, that the action of the Eucharist presents to 
GOD the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S death, and mediation made by Him for mankind, especially those that are 
immediately concerned in that Sacrament; from which metony-mical Sacrifice what great and rich 
benefits may we not expect? Thus is the Host a Sacrifice, but not essentially, as the Sacrifices of the law, 
or CHRIST'S offering Himself; but analogically and metonymically, by virtue of the Sacrifice of CHRIST; 
and through whose virtue the benefits of CHRIST'S death and passion, are made over unto the worthy 
communicants agreeably to CHRIST'S institution, and the title given to it by the ancient and holy 
fathers.--pp. 218, 219. 


FELL, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-Paraphrase and Annotations. 

["Done by several eminent men at Oxford, corrected and improved by the late Right Rev. and learned 
Bishop Fell."--Third edit. 1702.] 


On Heb. v. 10. 

His Melchisedeckial or eternal Priesthood, joined with Kingship, was consummated in His resurrection; 
and is now continued in His service in the heavenly sanctuary. In which heavenly sanctuary, He 
perpetually offers His Blood and Passion to God; and, as Man, makes perpetual prayers and 
intercessions for us. . . As also He hath instituted the same oblation of His holy Body and Blood, and 
commemoration of His Passion, to be made in the holy Eucharist to GOD the FATHER by His ministers 
here on earth, for the same ends, viz. the application of all the benefits of His sole meritorious death 
and Sacrifice on the Cross, till His second return out of this heavenly sanctuary. 

ID.—On Heb. xiii. 9. 

The Apostle here exhorts the Christians to withdraw themselves from all communion with the Jews, and 
partaking of their sacrifices; (see v. 13.) and to make oblation to GOD of their goods, (v. 16.) and of their 
praise, and thanksgiving, (v. 15.) in the celebration of the Eucharist, the Christian Sacrifice. At which 
time, solemn thanksgivings, prayers, and intercessions have, from the beginning of the Gospel, been 
presented unto GOD; (see 1 Tim. ii. 1. eucaristiai, understood anciently of the Eucharist joined with 
proseucai, &c.) and a feast of charity made among Christians, as was amongst the Jews at their peace 
offerings. 

(v. 9.) 

..."Which have not profited them,"]-Likely, some of the Christian Jews, who believed in CHRIST'S 
expiatory Sacrifice, yet ceased not to feast on the Mosaical peace offerings, as formerly, which were 
shared between GOD or the altar, the priest, and the people; who, inviting their friends, the Levites, the 
poor, feasted thereon in the court of the temple; to which are opposed [v. 15.] our spiritual peace 
offerings. 

(v. 15.) 


"By him, therefore,"]-This verse relates to the tenth, (where the Apostle mentions the Christians' altar,) 



and, together with the next verse, specifies the duties which were more solemnly performed in the 
Eucharist, corresponding to former peace offerings. 

"Let us offer the [spiritual] sacrifice of praise to GOD continually."]--l Pet. ii. 5. As, in the law, after 
atonement followed peace offerings of thanksgiving, &c. which were never laid upon the altar, but upon 
a sin 'offering underneath. Lev. iii. 5. 

PATRICK, BISHOP.-Mensa Mystica. 

First, then, this holy rite of eating bread broken, and drinking wine poured out, is a solemn 
commemoration of CHRIST, according as He Himself saith to all His Apostles, Luke xxii. 19, and 
particularly to St. Paul, who twice makes mention of this command, "Do this in remembrance (or for a 
remembrance) of Me." His meaning is not, that we should hereby call Him to mind (for we are never to 
forget Him), but rather that we should keep Him in mind, and endeavour to perpetuate His name in the 
world, and propagate the memory of Him and His benefits, to the latest posterity. Now this is done by 
making a solemn rehearsal of His famous acts, and declaring the inestimable greatness of His royal love. 
For anamnhsiV doth not barely signify recordatio, recording or registering of His favours in our mind; but 
commemoratio, a solemn declaration that we do well bear them in our hearts, and will continue the 
memory, and spread the fame of Him, as far and as long as ever we are able.--pp. 3, 4. 

Now, for the fuller understanding of this matter, you must know that the Paschal supper (which is called 
by Gregory Nazianzen, very elegantly, tupoV tupou amudroteroV, "a more obscure type of this type") 
was instituted for a remembrance, and was a feast of commemoration-p . 7. 

Now, of two things it is a remembrance; and two ways we commemorate or remember them:- 

I. It is instituted for a remembrance that He was embodied for those that believe on Him, and became 
passible for their sakes... 

II. It was instituted in commemoration of His passion and sufferings for us. As the bread and wine do 
commemorate the truth of His Body, so do bread broken, and wine poured out, commemorate the truth 
of His sufferings for us.... 

But, as I said before, there are two parts of this commemoration; and it cannot be contained within the 
bounds of this world, but we must make it reach as high as heaven. 

I. We do show it forth, and declare it unto men, which is sufficiently clear by all that has been said... 

II. We do show forth the LORD'S death unto GOD, and commemorate before Him the great things He 
hath done for us. We keep it (as it were)in His memory, and plead before Him the Sacrifice of His Son, 
which we show unto Him, humbly requiring that grace and pardon, with all other benefits of it, may be 
bestowed on us. And, as the minister doth most powerfully pray in the virtue of CHRIST'S Sacrifice, when 
he represents it unto GOD, so do the people also, when they show unto Him what His Son hath suffered. 
Every man may say, "Behold, 0 LORD, the bleeding wounds of Thy own Son; remember how His Body 
was broken for us; think upon His precious Blood, which was she'd in our behalf. Let us die, if He have 
not made a full satisfaction. We desire not to be pardoned, if He have not paid our debt. But canst Thou 
behold Him, and not be well pleased with us? Canst Thou look on His Body and Blood, which we 
represent to Thee, and turn Thy face from us? Hast Thou not set Him forth to be a propitiation, through 
faith in His Blood? 0 LORD, then suffer us sinful creatures to plead with Thee. Let us prevail in the virtue 
of His Sacrifice, for the graces and blessings which we need; and hide not Thyself from us, unless Thou 
canst hide Thyself from Thy Son too, whom we bring with us unto Thee." In this sort may we take the 



boldness to speak to GOD, and, together with a representation of CHRIST, we may represent our own 
wants; and we may be confident that, when GOD sees His Son, when we hold Him up (as it were) 
between His anger and our souls. He will take some pity, and have mercy upon us.--pp. 10--15. 

We can hope to prevail for nothing, but through the name of our LORD, whom we can never mention 
with so much advantage, as when we solemnly commemorate His sufferings and deservings; for then we 
pray, and do something else also, which GOD hath commanded; so that there is the united force of 
many acceptable things to make us prevalent. And hence I suppose it is, that Isidore Pelusiota calls the 
sacramental bread, arton proqesewV, "the shewbread," which we set before GOD, as that stood alway 
before His face in the time of the law, that GOD, looking upon it, might remember His people Israel for 
good. 

It will not be unprofitable to add, that this was one reason why the ancients called this action a Sacrifice 
(which the Romanists now so much urge), because it doth represent the Sacrifice which CHRIST once 
offered. It is a figure of His death which we commemorate, unto which the Apostle St. Paul (as a learned 
man conceives), hath a reference, when he saith to the Galatians, that JESUS CHRIST was, set forth 
evidently before their eyes, crucified among them. They saw (as it were) His Sacrifice on the Cross; it 
was so lively figured in this Sacrament. And it is very plain, that St. Chrysostom understood no more, 
when as he thus speaks, upon the Epistle to the Hebrews: "What, then, do we not offer every day?" &c. 
Such an unbloody Sacrifice, which is only rememorative, and in representation, we all acknowledge. 
And, if that would content them, we make no scruple to use Eusebius' words, who saith "it is a 
remembrance instead of a Sacrifice;" and, in another place, "we sacrifice a remembrance of the great 
Sacrifice." And so every Christian is a Priest or a Sacrifice, when he comes to the table of the LORD; for, 
as our LORD saith to His Apostles, Luke xxii. 19, "Do this in remembrance of Me," so He saith to every 
private Christian the same words, 1 Cor. xi. 24. Only there is this difference, that "Do this," &c. in St. 
Luke, doth manifestly refer to those words before, to take bread, give thanks, and give to others (which 
is only the minister's work); but in St. Paul, "Do this," &c. refers to "take, eat," which immediately 
precedes, and this is to be done by al). So that both the one and the other, in their several kinds, do 
commemorate CHRIST, and represent Him to the Father. 

And that it is only a memorial of a Sacrifice, and not a propitiatory Sacrifice, the arguments of a divine, in 
the Council of Trent, will prove, in spite of all opposers.--pp. 15--17. 

This holy action is to be next of all considered as a remembrance, or commemoration, with 
thanksgiving;--and thence it is called by the name of Eucharist, i. e. "thanksgiving," according to the 
phrase of ancient times. For as the bread and wine, the breaking and pouring out, are representations, 
so our taking, eating, and drinking, express our hearty resentments.... 

The Jewish feasts upon their Sacrifices do more plainly instruct us in this matter. They that offered 
peace-offerings unto GOD, were admitted to eat some part of them, after they were presented to Him 
and some pieces of them burnt upon His altar. And this is called "partaking of the altar" (which was 
GOD'S table, Ezek. xli. 22. Mai. i. 7), where they did rejoice before Him, as those that were suffered to 
eat and drink with Him. ... But the Psalmist's words arc most to be observed to this purpose, Ps. cxvi. 
12, 13, where to the question, "What shall I return to the LORD for all His benefits towards me?" he 
returns this answer, "I will take the cup of salvation," &c. i. e. when I offer swtheria Sacrifices for 
salvation, or deliverance that GOD hath granted me out of trouble, I will remember the mercy of GOD 
with all thankfulness, as I feast upon the remains of that Sacrifice. For it was the manner, that the 
Master of the Sacrifice should begin a cup of thanksgiving to all the guests that he invited, that they 
might all praise GOD together for that salvation, in consideration of which he paid these vows unto Him; 



and in those words the ancients thought they tasted the cup of salvation, which we now drink in the 
supper of the LORD; expounding them, in the analogical sense, to signify twn musthrion koinwnian 
(Chrysost. in Ps. cxvi.) the participation of the Christian mysteries.--pp. 20, 21.26,27. 

It may further be observed, that all Churches in the world have always used divine praises in this 
commemoration, and (if we may believe ancient records) such as are very conformable to the Jewish 
benedictions at the Passover .... for so we read in Justin Martyr and others, that in their times the 
Church used to praise GOD for all things, and particularly for those gifts of bread and wine; and so for 
JESUS CHRIST, His death, passion, resurrection, and ascension, beseeching the Father of the whole world 
to accept of the offering they made to Him. And, in after ages, Cyril of Jerusalem saith, "We make 
mention of the heaven, the earth, the sea, and all the creatures, reasonable and unreasonable; of the 
Angels, Archangels, and powers of heaven; praising GOD, and saying, Holy, holy, holy, LORD GOD of 
Sabaoth," &c. These do very much correspond with those Hebrew forms, which perhaps they were 
willing in part to imitate, for the greater satisfaction of the Jewish Christians, who constituted part of 
their assemblies.... 

From all which we may discern a further reason why they called this Sacrament by the name of a 
Sacrifice; because they did "offer unto GOD thanksgiving" (as the Psalmist speaks, Ps. 1. 14), which is 
one of the spiritual Sacrifices which every Christian is consecrated to bring unto Him. . . . Christians, 
therefore, are not without their Sacrifice also, when they keep this feast, and such an one as is very 
befitting GOD, and which no rational man can deny to deserve the name.--pp. 33--35. 

But... there are Eucharistical actions also whereby we perform a most delightsome Sacrifice unto God. 

We must not, when we come to GOD, appear before Him empty; but we are to consecrate and offer 
unto Him some of our temporal goods, for the relief of those that are in want, which may cause many 
thanksgivings to be sent up by them to GOD. It hath been said before, that our whole selves ought to be 
offered as an holocaust to GOD .... so that the spiritual Sacrifice of ourselves, and the corporal Sacrifice 
of our goods to Him, may teach the Papists that we are sacrificers as well as they, and are made kings 
and priests unto GOD. Yea, they may know, that the bread and the wine of the Eucharist, is an offering 
(out of the stock of the whole congregation) to this service, according as it was in the primitive 

times.We pray Him, therefore, in our Communion Service, to accept our OBLATIONS (meaning those 

of bread and wine), as well as our ALMS. We still make, as Origen's phrase is,--"a rational and unsmoky 
Sacrifice," for we offer ourselves, and our prayers, and our praises, and our goods; so that, if you please, 
we may call the table of the LORD (in Theodoret's style)--"a rational table;" where, as GOD provides for 
us, so we provide for Him, in those that are His members, and offer upon it those Sacrifices which are 
most befitting either Him or rational creatures. And that you may see we are engaged to this kind of 
offering, it is to be observed, that the eating of the Lamb was not all the solemnity of the Passover; but 
they sacrificed, likewise, offerings of thanksgivings in abundance, that there might be provision for the 
poor.-pp. 36--38. 


Now this bread and wine in the Sacrament is GOD'S, both as it is offered by us unto Him, and as it is 
consecrated to represent His SON CHRIST unto us; and therefore we, by partaking of it, do solemnly 
engage ourselves unto, and promise our fidelity in His service_ 

And that you may see it more fully verified, that this eating and drinking is a federal rite between GOD 
and us, let it be considered as a feast upon a Sacrifice (in which notion it is most rarely explained by an 
excellent doctor of our own [Dr. Cudworth]), from which it will evidently appear to be intended as a 
solemn profession of CHRIST'S religion, and a renewal of our covenant with GOD. 




For the understanding of this, you must know that, Jerusalem being the holy city in GOD'S land, and the 
temple being the house of GOD, where He dwelt, and the priests GOD'S servants, and the altar His table 
(as was said before), there was a constant provision brought in for the keeping of GOD'S house, and 
maintaining of His servants. And besides those of the morning and evening, there were a great number 
of occasional Sacrifices (which were His flesh), together with their meat and drink offerings (which were 
His bread and wine), that came in to be His food, as the expression is, Lev. iii. 11. These common 
Sacrifices were of three sorts: the first were holocausts, or burnt offerings .... The second we may call 
expiatory, because they were to make atonement and reconcile, which were of two sorts, sin offerings 
and trespass offerings; . . . The third sort were peace offerings, which were made to GOD for some 
benefits received (which go among the Hebrews under the name of "peace") to testify their gratitude 
unto Him. The fat of these offerings being burnt upon the altar to GOD (Lev. iii. 3, 4), and one breast 
with a shoulder being given to the priest, for his portion (Lev. vii. 34), the remainders were the owner's 
share, that he might eat of GOD'S meat, and so feast with Him (if he was not in any legal uncleanness), 
as you may see, Lev. vii. 20. 

The examples of such Sacrifices are numerous in the Scripture. 

Now that this eating and drinking was intended as a rite of covenanting with that Deity to whom the 
Sacrifices were offered, or else as a profession that they were in the covenant, and did remain GOD'S 
friends (if they were already of the religion), you may discern from these two places, which will lead me 
to that for which all this is said. When Moses had rehearsed to the people GOD'S laws (Exod. xx. 21-23), 
which he gave on Mount Sinai, and then came to strike the covenant between GOD and Israel, it is said 
(Exod. xxiv. 5), that Moses sent young men (i. e. some of the first-born, who were the Priests hitherto) to 
offer burnt offerings and peace offerings of oxen, and half of the blood he sprinkled on the altar, which 
represented GOD, and the other half he sprinkled on the people, (ver. 6-8) as a token of the covenant 
between them; but for the completing of the compact, the chief of the people went up nearer to GOD, 
and saw that bright appearance, and did eat and drink, (ver. 11) which sure must be understood of their 
feasting upon the peace offerings which had been sacrificed unto GOD, whereby they professed to own 
that covenant He had given to them. 

Not long after, this people made to themselves other gods, and offered not only burnt offerings, but 
also peace offerings to them, (Exod. xxxii. C) and then "sat down to eat and drink, and rose up to play," i. 
e. to be wanton, and commit uncleanness with each other. Now that this was an associating of 
themselves with the Egyptian gods, we may learn from the Apostle, who, reciting of this passage, and 
speaking of their idolatry, makes no mention at all of their sacrificing to these new gods, but only of this 
eating, &c. which did conclude the ceremony; as if the idolatry did formally consist in this, and that 
hereby they did devote themselves to that strange worship. "Neither be you idolaters, (saith he, 1 Cor. x. 
8) as were some of them, as it is written, the people sat down to eat and drink, and rose up to play." By 
which words you may see the Apostle makes account, that this eating and drinking of the Sacrifices, was 
a renouncing of the covenant of their God, and joining of themselves to idols. .. . For just as Israel, by 
eating of the Sacrifices partake of (or have communion with) the altar, ver. 18, i. e. profess to be of that 
religion, and adhere to that way of worship, so it is with Christians, when they eat of the Body and Blood 
of the crucified Saviour, which was offered for us.... 

From all which discourse we may thus reason, that this holy Sacrament is a feast upon the Sacrifice 
which CHRIST offered, as the Jewish feasts were made with the flesh of those Sacrifices which they 
offered to God.-pp. 50-57. 


This eating and drinking is a feast upon a sin offering, and therefore, is a greater pledge of remission of 



sin. That you may conceive of this aright, it must be remembered, that, though the people of Israel used 
to feast upon their peace offerings which were made at the altar, (as hath been said already) yet they 
were not admitted to eat of any else. . . . Now CHRIST made His soul an offering for sin, and such an 
offering, that with His Blood He entered into the holy place, and suffered without the camp, and 
therefore was most illustriously set forth by that Sacrifice, which was for the whole congregation. 
According, then, to the law, none was to feed upon the Sacrifice; and yet our LORD hath indulged unto 
us the privilege of feasting upon this great Sacrifice of propitiation; according as the very words of the 
institution of this Sacrament do intimate, when our SAVIOUR saith, "This is the Blood of the New 
Testament which is shed for many;" (Mark xiv. 24) i. e. which is like to the Sacrifice on the great day of 
atonement, which was not made for one person, but for the whole congregation; and of this I give you 
leave to drink. This was a favour never granted to the world before. . . This difference, therefore, is 
remarkable between the legal Sacrifices and the representation of CHRIST'S Sacrifice. In them was made 
anamnhsiV amartiwn, (Heb. x. 3) a commemoration of sin every year; they were a plain confession of sin 
that it remained still in force, and that they could not take it away, else they needed not to have been 
repeated. . . . But this Sacrifice of which we now take, is an anamnhsiV, a "commemoration" of the 
remission of sins; a remembrance that it is quite taken away, and hath lost all its strength; and so, seeing 
CHRIST hath made a perfect satisfaction, though they might not eat, yet we may of the Sacrifice of 
expiation.... 

To shut up this, then, you may thus take a very brief sum of it. Before the flood, they only offered 
holocausts, or whole burnt offerings, (for then they ate no flesh). After the flood, they sacrificed peace 
offerings also for mercies which they received; and these they all ate of. But we read of no sin offering 
till the law was given; and those the priests only ate of, but not of all. Till the Gospel came, never did any 
eat of a sin offering that was carried within the vail to reconcile withal; but now both priest and people 
partake of it. We are all made "priests unto GOD, in this regard, that" as the priests of old had the favour 
to eat of the sin offering, so have the people of GOD now, by communicating of the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, who offered up Himself unto GOD for us.--pp. 75-80. 

When we take the bread into our hands, it is a seasonable time to do that act which I told you was one 
end of this Sacrament, viz. "commemorate, and show forth, or declare the death of CHRIST unto GOD 
the FATHER." Let us represent before Him the Sacrifice of atonement that CHRIST hath made; let us 
commemorate the pains which He endured, let us entreat Him that we may enjoy all the purchase of His 
Blood, that all people may reap the fruit of His Passion; and that, for the sake of His bloody Sacrifice, He 
will turn away all His anger and displeasure, and be reconciled unto us. . .. Themistocles, (they say) not 
knowing how to mitigate and atone the wrath of king Admetus, and avert his fury from him, snatched 
up the King's son, and held him up in his arms between himself and death, and so prevailed for a 
pardon, and quenched the fire that was breaking out against him. And this the Molossians (of whom he 
was king) held to be "the most effectual way of supplication," and which, of all others, "could not be 
resisted or denied." Of far greater prevalency is this act, the holding up (as it were) the SON of GOD in 
our hands, and representing to the FATHER, the broken Body and the Blood of His only begotten. Let us 
set this between the heat of GOD'S anger and our souls; let us desire He would have regard to His Dearly 
Beloved; and the LORD cannot turn back our prayers that press and importune Him with such a mighty 
argument. Say, therefore, to Him, "Behold, 0 LORD, the Sacrifice of the everlasting covenant; behold, we 
lay before Thee the Lamb that takes away the sins of the world. Is not Thy soul in Him well pleased? Is 
not His body as realty in the heavens, as the signs of it are here in our hands? Hear, good LORD, the cry 
of His wounds. Let us prevail with Thee through the virtue of His Sacrifice. Let us feel, yea, let all the 
world feel the power of His intercession. Deny us not, 0 LORD, seeing we bring Thy SON with us. Hear 
Thy SON, 0 LORD, though Thou wilt not hear us, and let us and all others know that He lives, and was 



dead, and that He is alive for evermore. Amen."-pp. 265, 6. 


ID.—Christian Sacrifice. 


In such meditations as these, when we show forth the inestimable value of CHRIST'S Sacrifice, we do, as 
it were, offer it unto God; or rather, make before Him a commemoration of this offering. And in this 
sense the ancient Christians did call this Sacrament a Sacrifice; and every Christian they looked upon as a 
priest and a sacrificer, when he came to the table of the LORD. Because CHRIST not only bade His 
Apostles "do this in remembrance of" Him; but St. Paul requires every one of us to do the same, and to 
"show forth His death till He come."--p. 20. 

As we are partakers of a better Sacrifice, which is of greater efficacy and virtue than any of theirs (the 
Jews) were; so GOD receives us into a nearer familiarity with Himself, and, by setting before us not only 
the body of that Sacrifice which was offered to Him, but the blood also (which was His own proper 
food), plainly tells us that He intends to make us partakers of the highest blessings, even of His own joy 
and happiness. Of which He gives us strong assurance, in that He lets us partake not only of the blood of 
the Sacrifice, in this figure and representation, but of the blood of that Sacrifice which was offered for 
the sins of the world. This bids us rest assured of His abundant grace; and not doubt of our acceptance 
with Him, to a participation of His highest favour. There is nothing now to hinder it, nor to make us call 
in question His merciful kindness towards us. For we have such a token and pledge of forgiveness of our 
sins by this Sacrifice, as the ancient people of GOD had not of the forgiveness of their offences, by the 
blood that was offered at GOD'S altar. They were not admitted to taste of that blood, as we are of the 
blood of Jesus; and so, could not have that boldness and access with confidence to GOD, which we have 
through the faith of Him. 

This seems to be one great secret of this Sacrament, as appears from the words of St. Luke and St. Paul, 
(Luke xxii. 20; 1 Cor. xii. 25. compared with Matt. xxvi. 28) who tells, that this cup which we drink of, is 
"the new covenant in CHRIST'S Blood, which was shed for the remission of sins." .... Which is the import 
also of the word "communion," used by St. Paul to express the effect of this Sacrament. (1 Cor. x. 16.) 
"The cup of blessing which we bless," &c. In its full signification, that phrase denotes not merely our 
being made of His society, but our having a communication of His Body and His Blood unto us, (so the 
word koinwnew is rendered in other places, Gal. vi. 6; Phil. iv. 16) of which we partake by eating this 
bread and drinking this cup, in remembrance of His death for the remission of sins. And so we beseech 
our merciful FATHER, (in the Prayer of Consecration which our Church prescribes) that we receiving 
these, His creatures of bread and wine, according to His SON our SAVIOUR'S holy institution, in 
remembrance of His death and passion, may be partakers of His most blessed Body and Blood. For, after 
the bread and wine are deputed by holy prayer to GOD, to be used for a commemoration of CHRIST'S 
death, though they do not cease to be what they were before, yet they begin to be something which 
they were not before this consecration. . . All the effects and benefits of His Passion are imparted to us 
by these which in themselves are but GOD'S creatures of bread and wine, yet by His appointment 
become to us the Body and Blood of His SON. In short, there is nothing which the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST can be to the spirits of men, but by these tokens He exhibits it to us, and gives us an interest in 
it. This is spiritually to eat His flesh and drink His Blood; as both our Church and the ancient speak. Our 
souls entertain and feast themselves upon His Sacrifice; being really made partakers of whatsoever His 
Body and Blood can do for them. Which St. Gregory Nazianzen meant, I should think, when he saith, that 



"these oblations are the communication of the incarnation of GOD, and of the sufferings of GOD."-pp. 
45-48. 

It is certain that it was not common bread and wine which the ancient Christians prayed might become 
the Body and Blood of CHRIST to them; but bread and wine first sanctified, by being offered to GOD with 
thanksgiving, and presented to Him with due acknowledgments that He was the LORD and giver of all 
things. After which followed a thankful mention of the great love of God, in sending His SON to redeem 
mankind by His death, represented by that holy bread and wine broken and poured out, in 
commemoration of His Passion. This was the principal thing of all, which our Church therefore expressly 
puts us in mind of, in the words now recited; and distinctly acknowledges in the Prayer of Consecration. 
As for the other, that also is to be understood when you see the bread and wine set upon GOD'S table 
by him that ministers in this divine service. Then it is offered to GOD; for whatsoever is solemnly placed 
there, becomes by that means a thing dedicated and appropriated to Him. 

And if you observe the time when this bread and wine is ordered to he placed there, which is 
immediately after the alms of the people have been received for the poor, you will see it is intended by 
our Church to be a thankful oblation to GOD of the fruits of the earth. And, accordingly, all that are 
there present, when they behold the priest thus preparing the bread and wine for consecration to an 
higher mystery, should secretly lift up their souls to GOD in hearty thanksgiving, and offer Him the 
Sacrifice of praise for these and all other such like benefits; desiring Him to accept of these gifts, as a 
small token of their grateful sense that they hold all they have of Him, as the great LORD of the world. 
And so we are taught to do in that prayer which immediately follows in our Liturgy, "for the whole state 
of CHRIST'S Church," and wherein we humbly beseech Him to "accept" not only "our alms," but also our 
"oblations." These are things distinct, and, the former "alms" signifying that which was given for the 
relief of the poor, the latter "oblations" can signify nothing else but (according to the style of the ancient 
Church) this bread and wine presented to GOD, in a thankful remembrance of our food both dry and 
liquid (as Justin Martyr speaks), which He, the Creator of the world, hath made and given unto us. But, 
above all, we must be sure to offer our devoutest acknowledgments for that gift of gifts, the SON of 
GOD dying for us; without which thanksgiving, to speak the truth, we do not do that which CHRIST 
commanded, and so cannot hope for the blessing He hath promised. Hear St. Chrysostom (instead of all 
that treat of this matter) who excellently declares the manner and reason of thanksgiving, in a sermon 
of his upon the eighth chapter of St. Matthew. "A perpetual memory," saith he, "and thanksgiving for a 
good turn, is the best way that can be found to secure and preserve it to us. And, therefore, the dreadful 
mysteries and full of salvation, which we celebrate in every assembly, are called the Eucharist; because 
they are a commemoration of many benefits, and show forth the principal piece of Divine providence, 
and dispose us always to give Him thanks. For if to be born of a virgin was a great wonder, what was it to 
be crucified, to shed His blood for us, and to give Himself to us for a feast and a spiritual banquet? What 
shall we call this? Where shall we place it? We can do no less than give Him thanks perpetually... . And, 
therefore, the priest, when this Sacrifice is in hand, bids us 'thank GOD for the whole world; for what is 
past, and what is present, and for those things that are to come.' This sets us free from the earth, and 
translates us to heaven; and of men makes us angels. . .. For that Only Begotten SON of His, who was 
more precious to Him than all things besides, hath He given for us enemies;-and not only given Him, 
but, after that gift, set Him before us on our table; doing all things Himself for us, both to give, and then 
to make us thankful for His gifts. For, mankind being generally ungrateful, He undertakes throughout, 
and doth all things for us Himself. And what He did for the Jews, putting them in mind of His benefits, 
from places, and times, and feasts, that He hath done here; from a kind of Sacrifice, casting us into a 
perpetual remembrance of the good He hath wrought for us."-pp. 68-71. 




TOWERSON, PRESBYTER.-Explication of the Catechism, Part iv. 


But because the fore-mentioned Baronius tells us that the Sacrament, whereof we speak, had also the 
name of an "oblation," or "Sacrifice," as that too because of the "offering" there made for sin, or an 
expiatory one; therefore it will be necessary for us to go on to inquire into that name, and so much the 
rather, because the same author is so copious in his quotations concerning it. And I readily grant that 
this Sacrament is frequently so called by the ancients, but that it was called so for the reason alleged is 
utterly denied, neither can there be produced any convincing proof of it. The utmost that can be said by 
those who are the most ancient, is, that it is an eucharistical oblation, as that too for the blessings of this 
world, and particularly for the fruits of the earth, as well as for the blessings of our redemption. And to 
that purpose, and no other, are the sayings before quoted out of Justin Martyr, and Irenaeus, and 
Origen. Which, how they agree with their designs who represent this Sacrament as an expiatory oblation 
or Sacrifice, I shall leave to all indifferent men to judge. And though it be true, that some of those who 
followed, spake in another strain, and represented it also as an oblation "for the benefit of the offerers" 
and others, as well as an eucharistical oblation for benefits received, yet it is evident, from Mr. Mede, 
that the ancients meant no more by that oblation or Sacrifice, than a commemorative one, by that 
sacred rite of bread and wine representing to GOD and the FATHER the expiatory Sacrifice of His SON 
upon the Cross, and, as it were, putting Him in mind of it, that so be He would, for the sake of that SON, 
and the valuableness of His Sacrifice, be propitious to them, and to all those whom they recommended 
to His grace and favour. And, indeed, as it is not difficult to conceive, that they who meant no more, 
when they called the Eucharist the Body of CHRIST, than its being a figure, and a memorial, and a means 
of its conveyance, meant no more, when they entituled it a Sacrifice, than a commemoration of that 
great one, which CHRIST made of Himself upon the Cross; so it is evident, that St. Cyprian (with whose 
authority Baronius begins his proofs) meant no more than such a commemorative Sacrifice. . . . And if 
they who insist so much upon its having been entituled a Sacrifice, will content themselves with this, 
and the former sense, we will allow that they have the Fathers on their side, but otherwise to have no 
title to them in this affair.-pp. 168, 9. 

Let us go on to inquire, because a question of far greater moment, whether he who administers this 
Sacrament is obliged by the words of the institution, or otherwise, to make an "offering to GOD of 
CHRIST'S Body and Blood," as well as to make a tender of the Sacrament thereof to men; the Council of 
Trent, as is well known, avowing that to be the importance of the words, "Do this in remembrance of 
Me;" and that the Apostles were, by the same words, appointed priests to offer them.—p. 274. 

Yet will not the words touto poieite reach that Sacrifice which is intended to be superstructed upon 
them; because he who commands men to sacrifice, or offer, in remembrance of himself, doth rather 
enjoin a commemorative than expiatory one, and, consequently, not that Sacrifice which is intended. So 
little is there in the words themselves, how favourably soever considered, to oblige us to understand 
them of such an offering as the Church of Rome advanceth. And we shall find them to signify as little, 
though we take in the sense of the Catholic Church upon them, how conformably soever the Council of 
Trent affirms it to be unto its own; because, though the ancients did all agree upon a Sacrifice, and, 
which is more, looked upon those words as either directly or indirectly obliging to the offering of it, yet, 
(as hath been elsewhere shown) they advanced other kinds of Sacrifices than what the Church of Rome 
now doth, and, consequently, cannot be supposed to give any countenance to it. And I shall only add, 
that though Justin Martyr represented that offering of fine flour, which was offered for those that were 
cleansed from the leprosy, as a type of the bread of the Eucharist; though he moreover applied the word 
poiein to that bread, and (if any of the fathers, therefore, did,) affirmed CHRIST to command us to 



"make," or "offer" that bread to God; yet he adds, that "He commanded us to do so in remembrance of 
that Passion which He suffered for those that were cleansed in their souls;" and again, "that we might at 
the same time give thanks to GOD for His having made the world, and all things in it for the sake of man, 
and for His having delivered us, by CHRIST, from that wickedness, in which we sometimes were, and 
dissolved all noxious principalities and powers," which shows him not to have thought in the least of our 
being commanded to offer CHRIST'S Body and Blood, under the species of bread, or indeed of any other 
Sacrifice, than a commemorative or eucharistical one.--pp. 276, 7. 


BULL, BISHOP AND DOCTOR.--Sermon xiii. Common Prayers, ancient, useful, and necessary. 


St. Paul the Apostle had, in the foregoing chapter, (1 Tim. i.) given instructions to bishop (or rather 
archbishop) Timothy, concerning the regulation of preaching and preachers within his province, which 
was the proconsular Asia, of which Ephesus was the metropolis.... 

To this public person, to this great bishop of the Church, is this charge given by St. Paul, in my text; "I 
exhort, therefore, that, first of all, supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be made 
for all men," &c. He was to take care that such prayers should be made in all Churches and 
congregations under his inspection and jurisdiction. And how could he do this, but by providing by his 
authority, that there should be set forms of prayer, framed according to this rule given him by the 
Apostle, to be used in those Churches? Sure I am, the primitive Catholic Church understood this to be 
the meaning of the Apostle. Hence, in all the Churches of CHRIST over the world, however distant from 
each other, we find set forms of public prayers, suited and conform to this direction of the Apostle.... 

And indeed, if we consult all the ancient Liturgies extant at this day, we shall find this observation to be 
most true; they are all framed and composed according to this rule of the Apostle. 

And it is observable, that, however those ancient Liturgies have been altered and corrupted in 
after-times by many additions and interpolations, yet there are in all of them still remaining many 
excellent and divine forms of prayer and thanksgiving, wherein they do all perfectly agree, and which, 
therefore, cannot reasonably be thought to have any other original than apostolical order and 
appointment, delivered to the several nations and people, together with the first preaching and 
plantation of Christianity among them. Such, for example, is the Sursum corda in the Office of the 
Communion, the priest saying, "Lift up your hearts;" and the people answering, "We lift them up unto 
the LORD." There is no liturgy in any Church of CHRIST to this day, but hath this form. Such is the 
excellent form of thanksgiving in the same Office of the Communion, to be performed by the priest and 
people; the priest saying, "Let us give thanks unto our LORD GOD;" and the people answering, "It is meet 
and right so to do." This form also is to be found in all the most ancient Liturgies.... 

I add, to what hath been already observed, the consent of all the Christian Churches in the world, 
however distant from each other, in the Prayer of Oblation of the Christian Sacrifice in the holy 
Eucharist, or Sacrament of the LORD'S supper; which consent is indeed wonderful. All the ancient 
Liturgies agree in this form of prayer, almost in the same words, but fully and exactly in the same sense, 
order, and method: which, whosoever attentively considers, must be convinced that this order of prayer 
was delivered to the several Churches in the very first plantation and settlement of them. Nay, it is 
observable, that this form of prayer is still retained in the very canon of the Mass, at this day used in the 
Church of Rome, though the form doth manifestly contradict and overthrow some of the principal 



articles of their new faith. For from this very form of prayer, still extant in their canon, a man may 
effectually refute those two main doctrines of their Church, the doctrine of purgatory and that of 
transubstantiation, as I could clearly show you, if I had time, and this were a proper place for it. Thus, by 
a singular providence of GOD, that ancient, primitive, and apostolic form of prayer still remains in the 
Liturgy of that Church, as a convincing testimony against the latter innovations and corruptions of the 
Christian doctrine. But this by the way.... 

Other instances of the like nature I could give you, if the time would permit. But these, I think, are 
sufficient to show that there were set, prescribed offices, and forms of prayer and praise, and profession 
of faith, delivered to all the Churches of CHRIST by the Apostles or their immediate successors; many of 
those forms (notwithstanding the manifold corruptions and depravations of the primitive Liturgies in 
after-times) being still retained, and unanimously used in all the Churches of Christ to this day. 

What we have said concerning prescribed forms of prayer as always, from the days of the Apostles, used 
in all settled Churches of CHRIST, may administer abundant satisfaction and confirmation to all that 
adhere to the communion of the Church of England, and consequently to the Liturgy and form of prayer 
prescribed in that Church. 

This may be our comfort, that we serve and worship GOD in the same way that the primitive confessors 
and martyrs, and all good Christians in the succeeding ages did. 

We have a Liturgy conform to this law and rule of prayer laid down by the Apostle in my text, and 
observed by the Catholic Church. We have good and wholesome supplication, prayers, intercessions, 
and thanksgiving, not only for ourselves, but for all men. 

Those excellent men, our first reformers, took care to retain and preserve what was primitive and good 
in the Liturgies of other Churches, and to pare off all excrescences and adventitious corruptions of 

after-times. We have an entire Sacrament, the cup of blessing, in the holy Eucharist, which was 

sacrilegiously taken from us by the Church of Rome, being happily restored to us. The ridiculous 
pageantry and fopperies of that Church are laid aside, and we have the holy Sacrament purely, 
reverently, and decently administered. [Compare Nelson's Life of Bishop Bull. "He administered the 
Sacraments of our holy religion with great reverence and solemnity. The holy Eucharist, the mysterious 
rite and perfection of Christian worship, was not performed so often in his parish, as he earnestly 
desired, and yet oftener than is usual in little villages; for he brought it to seven times in a year. But 
whenever he officiated at the altar, it was exactly agreeable to the directions of the rubric, and with the 
gravity and seriousness of a primitive priest.... 

"He always placed the elements of bread and wine upon the altar himself, after he had received them 
either from the churchwarden or clerk, or had taken them from some convenient place, where they 
were laid for that purpose. His constant practice was, to offer them upon the holy table, in the first 
place, in conformity to the practice of the ancient Church, before he began the communion service; and 
this the rubric, after the offertory, seemeth to require of all her priests, by declaring, 'That when there is 
a Communion, the priest shall then place upon the Table so much Bread and Wine as he shall think 
sufficient.' "--pp. 52, 53. (ed. Burton.)] 

Let us bless and praise GOD for these His great mercies, and make a good use of them. Let us constantly 
resort to the prayers of our Church, and neglect no opportunity of receiving the holy 
Sacrament.--Works, vol. i. pp. 328--334. 343, 4. 




ID.-Corruptions of the Church of Rome. 


But, alas! these superadded articles of the Trent creed are so far from being certain truth, that they are 
most of them manifest untruths, yea, gross and dangerous errors. To make this appear, I shall not refuse 
the pains of examining some of the chief of them. 

The first article I shall take notice of is this; "I profess, that in the Mass is offered to GOD, a true, proper, 
and propitiatory Sacrifice for the living and the dead; and that in the most holy Sacrament of the 
Eucharist, there is truly, and really, and substantially the Body and Blood, together with the soul and 
divinity of our LORD JESUS CHRIST; and that there is wrought a conversion of the whole substance of the 
bread into the body, and of the whole substance of the wine into the blood, which conversion the 
Catholic Church calls transubstantiation." Where this proposition, ("That in the Mass there is offered to 
GOD a true, proper, and propitiatory Sacrifice for the living and the dead,") having that other of the 
substantial presence of the Body and Blood of CHRIST in the Eucharist," immediately annexed to it, the 
meaning of it must necessarily be this, that in the Eucharist the very Body and Blood of CHRIST are again 
offered up to GOD as a propitiatory Sacrifice for the sins of men. Which is an impious proposition, 
derogatory to the one full satisfaction of CHRIST made by His death on the Cross, and contrary to 
express Scripture, Heb. vii. 27; ix. 12. 25, 26. 28. and x. 12. 14. It is true the Eucharist is frequently called 
by the ancient fathers prosfora, qusia, an "oblation," a "sacrifice." But it is to be remembered, that they 
say also it is qusia logikh kai anaimaktoV, a "reasonable Sacrifice," a "Sacrifice without blood"; which, 
how can it be said to be, if therein the very Blood of CHRIST were offered up to GOD? 

They held the Eucharist to be a commemorative Sacrifice, and so do we. This is the constant language of 
the ancient Liturgies, "We offer by way of commemoration;" according to our SAVIOUR'S words when 
He ordained this holy rite, "Do this in commemoration of me." In the Eucharist, then, CHRIST is offered, 
not hypostatically, as the Trent fathers have determined, (for so HE was but once offered,) but 
commemoratively only; and this commemoration is made to GOD the FATHER, and is not a bare 
remembering, or putting ourselves in mind of Him. For every Sacrifice is directed to GOD, and the 
oblations therein made, whatsoever it be, hath Him for its object and not man. In the holy Eucharist, 
therefore, we set before GOD the bread and wine, as "figures or images of the precious Blood of CHRIST 
shed for us, and of His precious Body," (they are the very words of the Clementine Liturgy,) and plead to 
GOD the merit of His SON'S Sacrifice once offered on the Cross for us sinners, and in this Sacrament 
represented, beseeching Him for the sake thereof to bestow His heavenly blessings on us. 

To conclude this matter: the ancients held the oblation of the Eucharist to be answerable in some 
respects to the legal Sacrifices; that is, they believed that our blessed SAVIOUR ordained the Sacrament 
of the Eucharist as a rite of prayer and praise to GOD, instead of the manifold and bloody Sacrifices of 
the law. That the legal Sacrifices were rites to invocate GOD by, is evident from many texts of Scripture, 
see especially 1 Sam. vii. 9; and xiii. 12; Ezra vi. 10; Prov. xv. 8. And that they were also rites for praising 
GOD for His mercies, appears from 2 Chron. xxix. 27. Instead, therefore, of slaying of beasts, and burning 
of incense, whereby they praised GOD, and called upon His name, under the Old Testament; the 
Fathers, I say, believed our SAVIOUR appointed this Sacrament of bread and wine, as a rite whereby to 
give thanks and make supplication to His FATHER in His name. This you may see fully cleared and proved 
by the learned Mr. Mede, in his treatise entitled, "The Christian Sacrifice." The Eucharistical Sacrifice, 
thus explained, is indeed logikhn qusia, a "reasonable Sacrifice," widely different from that monstrous 
Sacrifice of the Mass taught in the Church of Rome. 



The other branch of the article is concerning transubstantiation, wherein the ecclesiastic professeth 
upon his solemn oath his belief, that in the Eucharist "there is made a conversion of the whole 
substance of the bread into the body, and of the whole substance of the wine into the blood of CHRIST:" 
a proposition that bids defiance to all the reason and sense of mankind; nor (God be praised) hath it any 
ground or foundation in divine revelation. Nay, the text of Scripture, on which the Church of Rome 
builds this article, duly considered, utterly subverts and overthrows it. She grounds it upon the words of 
the institution of the holy Sacrament by our SAVIOUR, the same night wherein He was betrayed; when 
He took bread and brake it, and gave it to His disciples, saying, "This is my body," to didomenon, saith St. 
Luke, [xxii. 19.] to klwmenon, saith St. Paul, [1 Cor. xi. 24.] "which is given and broken for you." After the 
same manner He took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, "Drink ye all of this, for this 
is my blood of the New Testament, to ekcunomenon, which is shed for many for the remission of sins." 
Now whatsoever our SAVIOUR said was undoubtedly true: but these words could not be true in a proper 
sense; for our SAVIOUR'S body was not then given or broken, but whole and inviolate; nor was there 
one drop of His blood yet shed. The words, therefore, must necessarily be understood in a figurative 
sense; and then, what becomes of the doctrine of transubstantiation? The meaning of our SAVIOUR is 
plainly this: What I now do, is a representation of My death and passion near approaching; and what I 
now do, do ye hereafter;--"do this in remembrance of Me;"--let this be a standing, perpetual ordinance 
in My Church, to the end of the world; let My death be thus communicated and shown forth till I come 
to judgment. See 1 Cor. xi. 26. 

As little foundation hath this doctrine of transubstantiation in the ancient Church, as appears sufficiently 
from what hath been already said, concerning the notion then universally received of the Eucharistical 
Sacrifice, It was then believed to be an anamnhsiV, or "commemoration," by the symbols of bread and 
wine, of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, once offered up to GOD on the Cross for our redemption; it 
could not, therefore, be then thought an offering up again to GOD of the very Body and Blood of CHRIST, 
substantially present under the appearance of bread and wine; for these two notions are inconsistent, 
and cannot stand together. The ancient doctors, yea, and Liturgies of the Church, affirm the Eucharist to 
be incruentum sacrificium, "a Sacrifice without blood;" which it cannot be said to be, if the very blood of 
CHRIST were therein present and offered up to GOD. In the Clementine Liturgy, the bread and wine in 
the Eucharist are said to be antitypa, "correspondent types," figures, and images of the precious Body 
and Blood of CHRIST. And divers others of the fathers speak in the same plain language. Fid. Greg. Naz. 
Apol. Orat. 1. tom. 1. Cyril. Hierosol. 5. Cat. Myst. Ambros. de Sacrament, lib. iv. cap. 4.—Vol.ii. p. 
2.50-255. 


STILLINGFLEET, BISHOP.-Conferences concerning the Idolatry of the Church of Rome. 


P. D... . We have all the reason in the world to commemorate, with great thankfulness and devotion, 
that invaluable Sacrifice of the Cross; and if you will call the whole Eucharistical office a commemorative 
Sacrifice, as the ancients did, I shall never quarrel with you about it. But how the Sacrifice of the Mass 
comes to be propitiatory as the Sacrifice on the Cross was, I understand not.... 

R. P. But what makes Dr. Stillingfleet so bitter against the Sacrifice of the Altar, since the most true and 
genuine sons of the Church of England do allow it? as Mr. Thorndike, Dr. Heylin, and Bishop Andrews? 
And doth not this rather look like betraying the Church of England than defending it? 


P. D. 1. Mr. Thorndike, as I have showed already, declares against the "true proper Sacrifice" defined by 



the Counoil of Trent, as an innovation and contradiction. And that which he pleads for is, "that the 
Eucharist is a commemorative and representative Sacrifice," about which Dr. Stillingfleet would never 
contend with him or any one else; and immediately after the words cited by T. G. he adds these; "It is 
therefore, enough, that the Eucharist is the Sacrifice of CHRIST on the Cross, as the Sacrifice of CHRIST 
on the Cross is represented, renewed, revived, and restored by it, and as every representation is said to 
be the same thing with that which it represented." 

2. Peter Heylin's words are expressly only for a "commemorative Sacrifice," as T. G. himself produces 
them, and, therefore, I wonder what T. G. meant in citing them at large; for he quotes the English 
Liturgy for the "Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving;" and St. Chrysostom calling it "the remembrance of 
a Sacrifice;" and many of our learned writers, "a commemorative Sacrifice." What is there in all this in 
the least repugnant to what Dr. Stillingfleet had delivered? 

R. P. But he quotes Bishop Andrews, saying, "Take from the Mass your transubstantiation, and we will 
have no difference with you about the Sacrifice." 

P. D. Bishop Andrews calls the Eucharist a "commemorative Sacrifice," and he saith, "it was properly 
Eucharistical, or of the nature of peace-offerings, concerning which the law was, that he that offered 
should partake of them;" and a little after follow those words you mention; to which he adds, "We yield 
you that there is a remembrance of CHRIST'S Sacrifice; but we shall never yield that your CHRIST being 
made of bread is there sacrificed." Which is the very thing that T. G. is so angry with Dr. Stillingfleet 
about. And have not you bravely proved that Dr. Stillingfleet hath herein gone against the sense of the 
genuine sons of the Church of England 1-Works, vol. vi. pp. 17G. 179. 


SMITH, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-Sermon on frequent Communion. 


They [the Fathers] did not, under a pretence of exalting the mystery, destroy the nature of a Sacrament, 
as now is done in the Roman Church. It must now, no longer, be a representative, but a "real 
propitiatory Sacrifice, for the living and for the dead." And CHRIST'S natural Body must be brought down 
from heaven upon a thousand altars at once, and there really broken and offered up again to GOD the 
FATHER, and His blood actually spilt a thousand times every day, and mixing itself with ours.-p. 19. 


BEVERIDGE, BISHOP.-Private Thoughts upon Religion. 


And, as Baptism thus comes in the place of the Jews' Circumcision, so doth our LORD'S Supper answer to 
their Passover. Their Paschal Lamb represented our SAVIOUR CHRIST, and the sacrificing of it, the 
shedding of His Blood upon the Cross, and as the Passover was the memorial of the Israelites' 
redemption from Egypt's bondage, Ex. xii. 14. so is the LORD'S Supper the memorial of our redemption 
from the slavery of sin, and assertion into Christian liberty; or, rather, it is a solemn and lively 
representation of the death of CHRIST, and offering it again to GOD, as an atonement for sin, and 
reconciliation to His favour. 


So that I believe this Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper, under the Gospel, succeeds to the rite of 



sacrificing under the law, and is properly called the Christian Sacrifice, as representing the Sacrifice of 
CHRIST upon the Cross.--p. 124. 


ID.--Great Necessity and Advantage of frequent Communion. 


"For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the LORD'S death till He come."--l Cor. 
xi. 26. 

In which words we may first observe, that every time that the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper is 
administered, His death is thereby shown and declared to all that are there present. As, when the Jews 
ate the Paschal Lamb, the master of the family declared the reasons why they ate it with bitter herbs, 
and why with unleavened bread, and the like; so here, when we eat the bread, and drink the cup, 
according to CHRIST'S institution, we thereby declare the reasons of it, though not by words, yet by the 
very act itself, and the several circumstances of it. By the breaking of the bread, we declare CHRIST'S 
Body to be broken and wounded to death; by the cup we declare His Blood to be shed, or poured out for 
the sins of the world: and by distributing both the bread and cup to each communicant apart, we 
declare to every one, particularly, that CHRIST died for his sins, and that he may be saved by CHRIST'S 
death, if he will but receive and apply it to himself, as he ought, by a. quick and lively faith. 

In the next place we may here observe, that the Apostle doth not say, that CHRIST'S death is repeated, 
or that He is offered up again every time this Sacrament is administered, but only that the LORD'S death 
is shown by it. And, therefore, that this is not, as the Papists absurdly imagine, a "propitiatory Sacrifice 
for the living and the dead," but only commemorative and declarative of that one Sacrifice, which 
CHRIST once offered to be a propitiation for the sins of the whole world.--pp. 3, 4. 

Again, we may from hence observe, that this was no temporary institution, which was to continue only 
for some time, but to the end of the world; or, as the Apostle here expresses it, "till He," our LORD and 
SAVIOUR, "come." As, from the beginning of the world, as often as they offered, according to its first 
institution, any bloody Sacrifice to GOD, they thereby foreshewed the death of CHRIST, typified by it, 
until His first coming into the world to save it; so, since that time, "as often as we eat this bread, and 
drink this cup," according to CHRIST'S own institution, "we shew forth His death" all along, until His 
second coming into the world to judge it.—pp. 5, 6. 

And, verily, to remember CHRIST and His death, is a thing of far greater consequence than people are 
commonly aware of. The people of GOD, under the law, by His own appointment, had it typified and 
represented to them every day in the year, by having two lambs offered up for a burnt offering, the one 
in the morning, and the other in the evening, as a type of that "Lamb of GOD which taketh away the sin 
of the world," Exod. xxix. 38. Numb, xxviii. 8. John i. 29. These were offered every clay, besides the 
sin-offerings, peace-offerings, trespass-offerings, and such like as were offered up on particular 
occasions. Wherefore, these two lambs were called the "continual burnt-offering," as being continually 
offered every day in the week. And upon the Sabbath-day there were two more added, Numb, xxviii. 9; 
so that, upon every Sabbath-day in the year, there were four lambs offered, that they might be sure, at 
least upon that day, to think upon that grand Sacrifice which was to be offered up for them. And it may 
not be amiss to observe, that every one of those lambs had a meat and a drink offering to attend it; a 
meat-offering made of flour, and a drink-offering of wine: which are both the same elements which 
CHRIST Himself instituted, to signify His Body and Blood. And besides the burnt-offerings, 



meat-offerings, and drink-offerings, every Sabbath-day, the high priest was to set the shewbread upon 
the holy table, and to put frankincense thereon; which was to continue there before the LORD till the 
next Sabbath, when the Priests had eat the bread, and burnt the frankincense "for a memorial, even an 
offering made by fire unto the LORD," Lev. ii. 4, 5. 9, &c. Exod, xxv. 30. All which, as most things in the 
Levitical law, had, doubtless, some respect or other to CHRIST, as is intimated in the law itself, where it 
is said, that this shall be done by an "everlasting covenant," Lev. xxiv. 8, even that which is founded in 
CHRIST. The bread, consisting of twelve loaves or cakes (according to the number of the tribes of Israel, 
and of CHRIST'S Apostles), was set upon the table in two rows; which might put us in mind of the two 
natures in CHRIST, "the bread of life which came down from heaven," John vi. 33. 35. In Hebrew this is 
called "the bread of the face," because it was to be set before the face of GOD continually, Exod. xxv. 30, 
as CHRIST "continually appeareth in the presence of GOD for us," Heb. ix. 24. Upon this bread was laid 
pure frankincense, called in Hebrew [], olibanum, from its whiteness; by reason whereof it was used in 
Sacrifices, as a symbol of GOD'S pardoning sin, as it was likewise of His acceptance of what was done, by 
the sweet scent it made when burnt. This was laid upon the bread, to be to it for a memorial, as the 
Hebrew words signify, to call to remembrance the offering made by fire unto the LORD; that is, the 
death of CHRIST, typified by all such offerings. The bread was to be eaten, not burnt; but the pure 
frankincense that was laid upon it, was to be burnt, and by its sweet smell call to mind the death of 
CHRIST, by virtue whereof GOD smells a sweet savour, and accepts of the Sacrifices and services we 
offer and perform to Him, 1 Pet. ii. 5. And all this was to be done, the bread to be eaten, the 
frankincense burnt, and new put in their places every Sabbath-day throughout the year: that upon that 
day especially men might be put in mind of their SAVIOUR, and accordingly act their faith on Him, for 
their pardon and acceptance with GOD. 

There were many such ways, whereby the people of GOD, in those days, were constantly put in mind of 
what the SAVIOUR of the world was to do, and suffer for them. All which are now laid aside, and only 
this one Sacrament of His last supper, instituted by Himself, in the room of them. This is now our 
Christian shewbread, whereby we "shew the LORD'S death till He come." This is our burnt-offering, our 
sin-offering, our trespass-offering, our thank-offering, our meat-offering, our drink-offering, and all the 
offerings required of us, whereby to commemorate our blessed SAVIOUR, and what He hath done for 
us; and, therefore, as the Jews were punctual and constant in observing all things prescribed to them, 
for the same end we certainly ought to do this as often as we can; this one thing, which answers the end 
of all their offerings, and yet hath neither the trouble, nor the charges, nor the difficulty of any one of 
them,-pp. 19-23. 


ID.-Church Catechism explained. 


When our ever blessed Redeemer instituted the Sacrament of His last Supper, He said, "This do in 
remembrance of Me." Luke xxiii. 19. 1 Cor. xi. 24. Whereby He laid His command upon His Apostles 
there present, and, in them, upon His Church in all ages, that they should continue this His holy 
institution in remembrance of Him, or of that death which He was the next day to suffer for the sins of 
the world; and that they should do it all along until His coming again. As we learn also from His Apostle, 
saying, "As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the LORD'S death till He come," 1 
Cor. xi. 26. 


This, therefore, is to be always done, for the continual remembrance of His death, as it was a Sacrifice 



for the sins of the world; therefore called here, "the Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST."... 


And therefore His death was not only a true and proper Sacrifice, but the only true and proper Sacrifice 
for sin, that was ever offered up in the world. For, His being offered up for the sins of the whole world, 
there was no sin for which any other need or could be offered up. Or if there had been, no other could 
have taken it away: "for it is not possible that the blood of bulls and goats should take away sins," Heb. 
x. 4. Yet such only were all the "Sacrifices," as they were called, under the Law. Which, therefore, were 
not real expiatory Sacrifices in themselves, but only types and shadows, appointed by GOD to foreshow, 
typify, and represent "the Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST" then to come. 

And in like manner, the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper is now ordained by Him, to set forth and 
commemorate the same Sacrifice as now already offered up for the sins of mankind. Which, therefore, 
is necessary to be continued to the end, as the typical sacrifices were from the beginning of the 
world.-pp. 138, 9. 


ID.-Sermon VIII. Christianity an holy Priesthood. 


But in every temple of the LORD, it is necessary that there be likewise a priesthood to offer Sacrifices 
suitable to such a temple. And so there is here: for the Apostle having said [1 Pet. ii. 5.] that the Saints 
are a "spiritual house," or temple, he adds, that they are also an "holy priesthood," . . . ordained to 
"offer up spiritual Sacrifices, acceptable to GOD by JESUS CHRIST." 

For the understanding of which words, it will be necessary to consider what Sacrifices they are which the 
Saints offer up to GOD; wherefore they are called spiritual Sacrifices; and that these spiritual Sacrifices 
are acceptable to GOD by JESUS CHRIST. 

First, therefore, a Sacrifice in general is properly something that we give or offer to GOD for our own. 
For though we have nothing but what He first gives to us, yet when He hath given it to us, we have a civil 
right to it; it is our own in respect of all other men: but when we give it back again to GOD, divesting 
ourselves of our own right to it, and transferring it wholly to Him, then He looks upon it as a Sacrifice 
offered up to Him, and is pleased to accept of it as such. Under the law, GOD commanded that oxen, 
and sheep, and lambs, and such like living creatures, should be offered up in Sacrifice to Him; which, 
being killed by a priest, were consumed, either by fire upon the altar, or else by those who waited at it 
and so were fed as it were at GOD'S table, of such things as were offered to Him. But these Sacrifices 
being ordained only to foreshow and typify the "Lamb of GOD that taketh away the sins of the world," 
they ceased in course, when He had offered up Himself a Sacrifice for our sins upon the Cross. But now 
under the Gospel other kinds of Sacrifices are required of us: we are now commanded to "present our 
bodies as a living Sacrifice," Rom. xii. 1. not to kill them, but to offer them up alive, as a "living Sacrifice," 
by devoting ourselves wholly to the service of GOD. 

Hence all manner of good, pious, and charitable works, that are done in obedience to GOD, and for His 
service and honour, are now called "Sacrifices" . . . But sacrificing in general, being a public owning of 
GOD and His sovereignty over the world, whereby we openly testify our acknowledgment and belief, 
that He is the Almighty Creator, Possessor, and Governor of all things, and that we are obliged to Him 
for all the blessings we enjoy; therefore, by the Sacrifices which are here said to be offered by the holy 
priesthood here spoken of in my text, such duties seem to be more especially understood, whereby we 



now set forth the glory of GOD, by joining together, in making our public profession of our dependance 
upon Him, and our manifold obligations to Him. 

Particularly our open or public praying to Him, and to Him alone, for all the good things that we want. 
For hereby we plainly discover, that we believe Him to be the Author and Giver of "every good and 
perfect gift." . . . And therefore, under the law itself, their public prayers always went along with their 
daily Sacrifices both morning and evening, and were performed at the same time, even while the lamb 
was roasting upon the altar: and this was itself also reckoned as a Sacrifice offered up to GOD. "Let my 
prayer," saith David, "be set forth before Thee as incense, and the lifting up of my hands as an evening 
Sacrifice," Psal. cxli. 2. 

Especially considering that prayer always was, and ought to be accompanied with praise and 
thanksgiving to GOD, which is so properly a Sacrifice, that it is often called by that name. "I will offer," 
saith David, "to Thee the Sacrifice of thanksgiving," Psal. cxvi. 17. "And let them sacrifice the Sacrifices of 
thanksgiving, and declare His works with rejoicing or singing," Psal. cvii. 22. 

But the Sacrifice that is most proper and peculiar to the Gospel is the Sacrament of our LORD'S Supper, 
instituted by our LORD Himself to succeed all the bloody Sacrifices in the Mosaic law. 

For though we cannot say, as some absurdly do, that this is such a Sacrifice whereby Christ is again 
offered up to GOD, both for the living and the dead; yet it may as properly be called a Sacrifice as any 
that was ever offered, except that which was offered by CHRIST Himself: for His, indeed, was the only 
true expiatory Sacrifice that was ever offered. Those under the law were only types of His, and were 
called Sacrifices only upon that account, because they typified and represented that which He was to 
offer for the sins of the world. And therefore the Sacrament of CHRIST'S Body and Blood may as well be 
called by that name as they were. They were typical, and this is a commemorative Sacrifice. They 
foreshowed the death of CHRIST to come; this shows forth His death already past. "For as often," saith 
the Apostle, "as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the LORD'S death till He come," 1 Cor. 
xi. 26. This is properly our Christian Sacrifice, which neither Jews nor Gentiles can have any share in, as 
the Apostle observes; "We have an altar whereof they have no right to eat, which serve the tabernacle;" 
Heb. xiii. 10. an altar, where we partake of the great Sacrifice, which the eternal Son of GOD offered up 
for the sins of the whole world, and ours among the rest; that ALMIGHTY GOD may be reconciled to us, 
and receive us again into His love and favour, and make us happy in the enjoyment of it for ever. Which 
is so great a blessing, that they who really mind their own good and welfare can no more forbear to 
partake of this Sacrament, when they may, than they can forbear to eat when they are hungry and have 
meat before them. 

These are those spiritual Sacrifices which the holy Priesthood, or whole body of Saints, offer up to GOD. 
The Apostle calls them "spiritual," in opposition to those carnal Sacrifices that were offered by the 
Levitical priesthood; and because they are of a spiritual nature, and performed in a spiritual manner, 
being offered up in the spirits of the Saints as well as bodies; and by the Spirit of GOD Himself, dwelling 
in them, and so consecrating them "a spiritual house, an holy priesthood," and enabling them to offer 
up these Sacrifices in the name of CHRIST; and through the merits of that Sacrifice which He hath 
offered up for them; according to that of the Apostle in the place before quoted, "By Him, therefore, let 
us offer up the Sacrifice of praise to GOD continually." 


ID.--Codex Canonum Eccles. Prim, vindicatus ac illustratus. Lib. ii. cap. x. §§ 3, 4. 



But greater difficulty, perchance, will arise in regard to the words qusiasthrion, "altar," for the table of 
the LORD, Can. Apost. iii. iv. xxi. qusia, "Sacrifice," and prosfora, "oblation," for the celebration of the 
Eucharist, Can. iii. viii. xlvi. It may indeed, perhaps, appear so to others, but not to us, who continually 
find these and such like names used concerning these things, in the most ancient monuments of the 
Church. St. Cyprian is wont to designate the table of the LORD by no other name, so far as I recollect, 

save that of "altar;" but by that, very often.Before him, Tertullian called both the celebration of the 

Eucharist a "Sacrifice," and the LORD'S table "the altar of GOD."... Before Tertullian, Ignatius himself, in 
his genuine and uncorrupted epistles, used qusiasthrion in the same sense--"lf any one be not within the 
altar, he is deprived of the bread of GOD." Ignat. Ep. ad Ephes. and elsewhere: "For there is one flesh of 
our LORD JESUS CHRIST, and one cup, in the unity of His Blood; one Altar, as there is one Bishop, 
together with the Presbytery and Deacons, my fellow-servants." Id. Ep ad Philadelph. 

It is plain, therefore, that the mystical table was, from the very times of the Apostles, called 
qusiasthrion, but not bwmoV. For this word is peculiar to Gentiles and idolaters, exclusively; that, to 
ecclesiastical writers; nor is it ever used except of an altar which is raised to the true GOD. Hence it is 
that Origen, Minutius Felix, Arnobius, and others, often asserted that Christians had no bwmouV, no 
altars of idols; as also no temples, that is to say, no shrines of deities, such as all the temples of the 
heathen were, or were thought to be. But they nowhere assert that they have not qusiasthria, that is to 
say, "altars" of that kind which served for the mystical offering of the Body and Blood of CHRIST. For that 
"altars" of this kind were always in use among Christians, is clear from what has been said above. And, 
indeed, that word qusiasthrion, or "altar," in a proper sense, is nothing else than agia trapeza, "a table 
consecrated to GOD," or a "holy table," unto which GOD invites His faithful people, and makes them 
partakers of that great Sacrifice, which His Only Begotten Son offered for the human race. Whence also 
this same holy action or celebration of the Eucharist is often called qusia and prosfora, a "Sacrifice" and 
"oblation," as is clear not only from Tertullian above quoted, but also from other commentaries of the 
same century and that preceding. For so Irenaeus. "But CHRIST, giving direction to His disciples to offer 
unto GOD the first fruits of His creatures," &c.... Iren. adv. Haereses, lib. iv. cap. 32. and elsewhere. ... In 
truth, the holy Eucharist is a kind of foederal feast, (such as were also the ancient Sacrifices) between 
GOD and men. For men first offer to GOD bread and wine, which creatures, offered to Him and 
consecrated to be symbols of the great Sacrifice accomplished by CHRIST, GOD imparts again to men: by 
which means they by faith in very deed partake of the great Sacrifice of CHRIST. And, therefore, this 
great mystery can be expressed by no other word more fitly and fully than by those qusia, prosfora, 
"Sacrifice," "oblation," and the like. By which words, accordingly, it is called by Justin Martyr also .... Dial, 
cum Tryph. In which book the words qusia and prosfora are often used in this sense, namely, for the 
Eucharist. And, before him, Clement of Rome:--"We ought," saith he, "to do all things in order, 
whatsoever the LORD commanded us to perform, performing the oblations and liturgies at the 
appointed times;" and a little after,--"they, therefore, who make their oblations at the appointed times, 
are acceptable and blessed." Clem. Ep. i. ad Corinth. Whence it is clear that the celebration of the holy 
Eucharist is called qusia and prosfora, and the mystic table, accordingly, whereon it was celebrated, 
qusiasthrion, from the very infancy of the Church. And therefore it need not seem wonderful to any, 
that these words are used in that sense in these Canons, which were put forth some years later. 


HOOPER, (GEORGE) BISHOP.-Christian Ordinances derived from the Jews. 




I come next to the other Sacrament of our LORD'S Supper, which He was pleased to institute at a Paschal 
Supper; and to borrow thence its provisions, the bread and wine. 


The Paschal Lamb was a Sacrifice of a peculiar compounded nature. As it was to be roasted with fire, it 
had something of a burnt-offering, and might seem to be expiatory; as it was then, when the blood of it 
was sprinkled upon their doors at the first institution. By the same blood it was federal also, the children 
of Israel entering by it into a New Covenant. And as it was to be eaten all that night, or burnt with fire, 
and none left to the morning; so it seemed to be as an offering for thanksgiving. Now answerable to the 
kind of the Sacrifice, was the Supper for which it was prepared. It was a festival entertainment for joy of 
the great deliverance: but it was to be eaten with unleavened bread and with bitter herbs, as memorials 
of their former afflictions.—p. 204. 

Now to this account the history of our SAVIOUR'S Paschal Supper agrees. ... These are the particular 
correspondencies between the Paschal and the LORD'S Supper: and there was, too, another general one 
in their nature; as they were both of them to be memorials of a former bloody Atonement; feasts of 
present joy and thanks, but not without some afflictive remembrance for the past. 

Here, therefore, it appears, and from the relation of the Scripture, that our LORD thought fit to raise his 
other Sacrament likewise out of festival commemoration, which the Jews were commanded to keep for 
their old deliverance. And hereafter it will appear further, by the construction the primitive Church 
made, that our SAVIOUR, in the institution of His feast, did not consider only that single annual 
solemnity of theirs, but their other more frequent sacrificial entertainments of praise and 
thanksgiving.-pp. 206, 7. 

The Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper has plainly appeared to be raised by our SAVIOUR from a Paschal 
supper.-p. 240. 


The sacramental action, as hath been said, was celebrated after the morning prayer, beginning with the 
oblation of bread and wine.... For those creatures they blessed GOD the FATHER, through JESUS CHRIST, 
and then, after some prayers and hymns, He is invoked to send down His Holy Spirit on the offered 
bread and wine, to sanctify it, and that it may become to the worthy receivers the Body and Blood of His 
Son: after which, it was distributed by the Deacons to the people, and sent also to the absent. 

This was the Christian practice undoubtedly in the primitive Church; nor does it want a Jewish pattern. 
Our SAVIOUR, as it hath been premised, took occasion, from the Paschal memorial of the redemption of 
Israel out of their Egyptian slavery, to institute a commemoration of a new and far greater deliverance 
of all mankind from the eternal bondage of Satan and hell. And, whereas it has been observed that the 
first Paschal Lamb of the Jews was a Sacrifice of a mixed, extraordinary nature, being in part 
propitiatory, in part federal, and partly Eucharistical; it is likewise manifest, that the Sacrifice of our 
SAVIOUR was also of an eminent extraordinary kind. It was a Sacrifice for sin, taken in the most strict 
acception, being perfectly expiatory: it was also federal; for in that Blood the New Testament or 
Covenant was made; and, in that same respect, it was in some sort an offering of peace; obtaining not 
only pardon, but favour for men. And further, as the succeeding Paschal Sacrifices, though 
commemoratory of the first, yet varied something from it; being chiefly of an Eucharistical nature, and 
not performed with the same ceremony; (for neither was the blood sprinkled upon the doors of the 
offerers, neither was the Lamb eaten with their staves in their hands, and in a travelling posture;) so it is 
not to be wondered if the succeeding commemorations of our LORD'S Sacrifice, though it was chiefly 
expiatory, were Eucharistical, and differing also from the manner in which the first was celebrated by 
our LORD Himself.-pp. 211, 2. 



This, therefore, seems to have been the construction of the primitive Christians, that the Sacrament of 
our LORD'S Body and Blood answered to the Jewish Sacrifices of thanks.--p. 243. 


For, 1st, The name which the ancients gave this Sacrament, seems to speak them of the same opinion. 
For they not only speak of it as of a "Sacrifice" and "oblation" at large; but call it determinately and 
expressly the Eucharist, that is, the "thanks" or "praise-offering," as by its proper name; the sacramental 
bread and wine being as much known by that style with Christians, as the "bread of the Eucharist" or 
"praise" was with the Jews. 2ndly, The leavened bread they always chose to use, as it evidently declares 
that there was no further regard to the Paschal Sacrifice, so it seems to import a just correspondence 
with those of the Eucharistical kind, in which leavened bread was singularly required. And, lastly, the 
bread, which was to represent, and in some manner to become, the Body of our LORD, did not unfitly 
succeed in the place of that "bread of thanks," which had been made use of before to stand for the flesh 
of an Eucharistical Sacrifice, and to make up the whole... .--p. 246. 

Now, as this feast of our LORD was Eucharistical, so we suppose it was celebrated in a suitable manner.. 


And so, when afterwards the Sacrament and Supper were divided, (about the time, I presume, when the 
legal Sacrifices were going to cease,) the Christian Eucharistical oblation, as the primitive Church speaks, 
began then more distinctly to appear, and was made after morning prayer, just as extraordinary 
Sacrifices, with the Jews, were offered after the morning daily Sacrifice: and as, under the law, what of 
the Eucharistical Sacrifice was offered at the Altar, the Muram, belonged to the Priest, so that part 
which had been offered by the Christian Priest, being more especially sacred, and his portion, was eaten 
in the morning sacramentally from his hands; the congregation being, as it were, his family; while the 
other residual part was kept for the provision of the Love-feast, to be held in the evening, its 
accustomed time.--p. 247. 

It sufficiently appears, I presume, that the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of our LORD was 
understood by the ancient Christians to be in the nature of an Eucharistical (not of a propitiatory) 
Sacrifice with the Jews. But, further, that this kind of Sacrifice only should remain, when all the rest 
should cease; this also is consonant to the tradition of the Jews, as Kimchi tells us. For, upon this saying 
of the Prophet, (Jer. xxxiii. 11.) that there should be "heard again in Jerusalem the voice of joy, and the 
voice of gladness, the voice of the bridegroom, and the voice of the bride, the voice of them that shall 
say. Praise the LORD of Flosts, for the LORD is good, for His mercy endureth for ever, [and] of them that 
shall bring [the Sacrifice of] praise [or thanks] into the house of the LORD:" he comments on the last 
words in this manner; "The Prophet says not that they shall bring sin-offerings, or trespass-offerings; 
because in that day there would be no wicked nor sinners among them: for (as he before told them) 
they should all know the LORD. And so have our Masters of blessed memory told us, that in the time to 
come all Sacrifices should cease, except the Sacrifice of thanksgiving." 

This saying of the Masters of Israel is a great truth, and better understood by Christians, who . . . know 
that the Sacrifices for sin are not ceased by the ceasing of sin, but superseded by the Sacrifice made for 
them by their LORD and High Priest; and that the "Sacrifice of thanksgiving," they are thenceforth to 
make, is the commemoration their LORD has instituted, for that their most gracious redemption. This is 
the Sacrifice of that New Covenant of which the Prophet there speaks, and which the author of the 
Epistle to the Flebrews from him alleges. And to this Sacrifice the same author, I suppose, refers, when 
he says, "We have an Altar, whereof they have no right to eat, who serve the tabernacle;" for they eat 
not of the oblation made for their sins, as we do of our blessed SAVIOUR; "by whom [by whose Body, 
and in whose Name] we offer the Sacrifice of praise [thanksgiving] to GOD continually, that is, the fruit 



[or oblation] of our lips, [or, which our lips have vowed to return, as well as what we do return with our 
lips,] ceasing not to do good, and to distribute, [both out of our oblations, and the rest of our 
substance,] for with such sacrifices [such offerings of our praise and goods in the general, and at the 
Eucharist in particular] GOD is well pleased."--pp. 248, 9. 


DODWELL, CONFESSOR.--Discourse concerning the one Altar, and one Priesthood. 


The unity of the Catholic Church, in opposition to the separate conventicles of schismatics, is (in the 
language of the most ancient and accurate writers against schism, especially Ignatius and St. Cyprian, 
from whom later antiquity has received the same terms) expressed as grounded on the unity of the 
priest and the altar. In which way of reasoning they conclude, that they who partake at the same altar, 
and of the same mystical Sacrifices offered thereon, and receive their portions of this sacrificial feast 
from the ministry of the same priest, whose office it is to offer those mystical Sacrifices on that same 
altar, that they, and they alone, are to be judged to belong to the same society, confederated by those 
Sacrifices.--pp. 1, 2. 

First, therefore, I observe, that this way of reasoning for unity from one altar and one priest, was not 
first taken up in the later ages of the Church, but deduced from the nearest and freshest memory of the 
Apostles.-p. 14. 

Even these very terms are mystically applied to Christianity by authors of Ignatius's age, who, 
notwithstanding, wrote before him; and particularly so applied when they had occasion to reason from 
the Levitical patterns to deduce obligations under the Christian religion. Thus Clemens Romanus reasons 
to the Corinthians.... 

Yet not St. Clemens only ... but the Apostle himself allows and observes the same reasoning, and in the 
very same instances for which I am at present concerned of priest and altar. So he argues for the right of 
maintenance, that "they who minister about holy things, live of the things of the temple; and they which 
wait at the altar are partakers with the altar:" that "even so hath the LORD ordained, that they which 
preach the Gospel, should live of the Gospel." Plainly supposing that our clergy answers the Levitical 
priesthood, our Churches their temple, our Communion table their altar: and that what was thought 
equal in their case in the provisions of the Old Testament, is for that very reason to be taken for 
ordained in the case of the Gospel ministry. ... But. . the Apostle . . . allows a higher obligation to this 
way of arguing from the precedent of the Levitical priesthood. He reasons from the Aaronical to the 
Melchizedechian priesthood, from the priesthood of mortal men to the immortal priesthood of the SON 
of GOD. "No man took the honour" of the Levitical priesthood "unto himself, but he that was called of 
GOD, as was Aaron. So also CHRIST glorified not Himself to be made an High Priest," &c. And "every high 
priest is ordained to offer gifts and Sacrifices. Wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat 
also to offer." And as none had right to eat of the Jewish altar but Israelites, so when he is to prove that 
literal Israelitism is not the Israelitism that can challenge privileges, he does it by this argument, that "we 
have an altar, whereof they have no right to eat which serve the tabernacle." 

Thus customary it was, in those earlier times, to reason from Levitical precedents in these very 
instances.--pp. 21--24. 


Thirdly, therefore, as this way of reasoning from Jewish precedents is solid in general, and solid in these 



very instances of priest and altar; so it holds particularly in such inferences as these are, for which they 
are produced by the ancients concerning unity;--That, as the one priest and the one altar were the 
characterisms of unity in the Jewish constitution, so that priesthood and altar among the Christians, 
which was shadowed by the Jewish priesthood and altar, ought now also, by the same parity of reason, 
to be taken for the characters of Christian unity.--pp. 28, 9. 

For as it was not to be doubted, that GOD designed unity for the mystical as well as the literal Israel, so 
He would, certainly, have been more express in the signification of His mind, if He had intended any 
change in the principles of this unity. But seeing there appears not the least intimation of such a design, 
seeing He was pleased to continue a mystical priesthood, and a mystical altar, in the mystical as well as 
the literal Israel, who would not thence conclude, that He intended the mystical priesthood and altar 
should still be the principles of unity to the mystical Israel, as the literal priesthood and altar had 
formerly been to the literal? And seeing the very terms of "priest" and "altar" were not the proper 
language of the New Testament, why should they be used at all, but only to signify that they were 
equivalent, under the New Testament, with those things which had properly borne their names under 
the Old, and were to perform the same office?--pp. 35, 6. 

But that which more nearly concerns the design of this present way of reasoning is, that these Sacrifices 
and this high priesthood of the Gospel were mystical; and so mystical as not only to signify, but also to 
perform what was, according to the sense of those times, to be expected from mysteries.. . . And this 
also they did believe, and had not reason to believe themselves mistaken in believing so, that the 
Eucharist was the mystical Sacrifice, performing the same thing under the Gospel as the external bloody 
Sacrifices under the law; . . . And therefore, the public Sacrifices being . . . designed as ceremonies of 
admission to a league and covenant and intimate union with GOD, such a kind of Sacrifice was requisite 
to be asserted to our mystical Israelitism, as might engage GOD in covenant with us, and admit us to a 
mystical union with Him. 

This therefore being granted, it was also further plain that this mystical Sacrifice was to be expected by 
positive prescription of GOD Himself, and therefore must be found among the positive prescriptions of 
the Gospel. For no external rites could either oblige GOD, or unite the worshippers to Him by any 
natural efficacy of the things themselves, and therefore what efficacy soever they were conceived to 
have, must wholly be derived from the divine pleasure and appointment, which it is withal impossible 
for us to know without positive and express revelation.--pp. 296--299. 

If, therefore, we can only expect these mystical evangelical Sacrifices among the positive institutions of 
the Gospel, the inquiry then cannot be difficult. There are but two institutions of this kind pretended, 
and whether of these was more probably intended to supply the office of Sacrifices will easily be known 
by the analogy they bear to the Sacrifices then received. That which came nearest them was, in all 
likelihood, intended by GOD Himself to supply their use in this new institution. And this will then be best 
known, if we first remember what kind of Sacrifices were granted by the Christians to be really useful, 
and, therefore, of eternal obligation, even under the state of mystical Israelitism. It is certain they 
thought some Sacrifices designed by GOD Himself as temporary; and what they thought so, they could 
not think themselves obliged to continue. Now, what they thought so, will best appear by these 
reasonings against the Jews on this very subject concerning Sacrifices. Therein they show, that it was 
"impossible that the blood of bulls and goats" could be available for "the expiation of sin;" which 
reasoning does indeed proceed against expiatory Sacrifices, such of them especially as were to be of the 
blood of brutes, and needed repetition; which the Apostle makes an argument of the imperfection, not 
only of such Sacrifices themselves, but of the dispensation also which was provided of no better 
Sacrifices; and for that reason concludes them not agreeable to the dignity of the Gospel. But in 




Eucharistical Sacrifices no expiation was pretended to be made, but only a return of acknowledgments 
for favours received, and among them was the Liba, the meat offering and the drink offering, which 
indeed seems to have been most proper to such Sacrifices, almost exactly answering our Eucharist. 
These are the Sacrifices which are there approved where the other Sacrifices are rejected, the qusia 
ainesewV in Psalm 1. 14. In these, no sins were commemorated, and therefore they must needs have 
been thought most agreeable with a state of perfect expiation. These are common to a perfect as well 
as an imperfect condition, and, therefore, more likely to be of eternal use, and not antiquated with the 
temporary shadows of the law. And, which comes more exactly home to my design, these were, 
according to the customs of all nations who admitted any Sacrifices, used on such occasions, when good 
news were brought them, they did quein ta euaggelia, and therefore extremely suitable to the very title 
of the Gospel as an euaggelion, the very Word taken up by the Christians from the Hellenistical version 
of the Old Testament, and thence derived by the Apostle himself, in the Epistle to the Romans.--pp. 
302-304. 

Accordingly I am very apt to think that this is indeed the true original of the name of Eucharist as applied 
by the primitive Christians to this very Sacrament, that they intended thereby to signify, that this was, 
among them, to perform the office of a "Sacrifice of thanksgiving." The very name was thus commonly 
applied to the bread itself in the time of S. Justin Martyr. So he tells us expressly-kai h trofh auth 
kaleitai par hmin eucaristia. And this is indeed a more natural account than that which is there alluded 
to by that blessed person, as if it were called so from the eucaristia, the thanksgiving and blessing that 
was used over it in the Office of Consecration.-pp. 305, 6. 

Thus far the Christians might have been led into the substitution of the Eucharist as the proper 
evangelical Sacrifice, even from the popular received notions of the Hellenists concerning Sacrifices. But 
yet, in this reasoning from the Old Testament prefigurations even of evangelical Sacrifices, they might 
yet justify a further change from the common usages as designed by GOD Himself in that sacrifice which 
He intended should last for ever. Thus, having shown that CHRIST'S priesthood was not after the order 
of Aaron, but a new order, that of Melchisedec, to which perpetuity was expressly appointed by the 
Psalmist, the same reasoning would then hold for an alteration in the Sacrifice which is used expressly 
by the Apostle himself to prove an alteration of the Covenant. If there be any difference, it would rather 
be here that the reasoning proceeds more strongly in the former case. For the notion of Sacrifice is more 
intrinsically involved in the very notion of a priest, who has no other relation to a covenant than that of 
a Mediator, nor mediates any otherwise than as the Covenant itself was entered into by such Sacrifices 
wherein it was his office to preside. As, therefore, his concernment in Sacrifice is fundamental to his 
concernment in the covenant, so also the change of the covenant must necessarily suppose a change in 
the Sacrifice as antecedent to it. And this would bring the reasoning yet more close to the materials of 
our Christian Sacrifice) as consisting of the very elements of bread and wine. For if our SAVIOUR'S 
Priesthood was to be of the order of Melchisedec, then His Sacrifice must also be of the same kind as 
those of Melchisedec. And if we may again reason concerning the Sacrifice of Melchisedec from what is 
mentioned concerning it in the story, as the Apostle concludes his being without father, or mother, or 
genealogy, or beginning of days, or end of life, because the history of Genesis mentions neither his 
father, nor mother, nor genealogy, &c. then, for the same reason, we may conclude that he had no 
other Sacrifice but that of bread and wine, because no other is mentioned in that place. Which inference 
will the rather hold, because of the connexion of that action with the mention of his priesthood. So it is 
in the text, "Melchisedec, king of Salem, brought forth bread and wine; and he was the priest of the 
most high GOD." The vulgar reads it, erat enim, with a causal particle. And unless some such thing be 
understood, it will not be easy to give any tolerable account of the pertinency and connexion of the 
former part of the verse with the latter. For what relation could his bringing forth bread and wine have 



with his priesthood, if not as the proper Sacrifice which concerned him as a priest? Why should this 
mystical priesthood be mentioned as a precedent of a future priesthood, (as it was supposed to be by 
those who used this reasoning,) unless it were also known what Sacrifice was to be proper to him, 
seeing that, in the same reasoning, it was also granted that every priest ought to have something to 
offer?-pp. 307-309. 


It hence appears, how naturally this reasoning, so agreeable to the principles then granted by the 
Christians, does proceed on this supposition, that the Eucharist was their mystical Sacrifice. I might now 
proceed to show, that not only the reasoning, but the conclusion itself, was also owned by them, that 
they did own the continuance of sacrifices under the times of Christianity, and particularly that they 
took the Eucharist for the Sacrifice proper to those times, if this had not been a common place usually 
debated between us and the Romanists, where our writers, and our Church too, do usually grant as 
much as I am concerned for, that it is indeed an Eucharistical Sacrifice, and that this is the true sense of 
those passages of antiquity which are produced for this purpose. And I have shown that their principles 
of reasoning were against the repetition of propitiatory Sacrifices, which is that which is denied by our 
writers. I am unwilling to enlarge on things already commonly observed, especially when what I am 
concerned for is already granted me on all hands, as it is here. I only observe now that this particular 
reasoning is the reasoning of St. Cyprian.... I mention this the more particularly, because St. Cyprian is 
our principal author in the whole argument from one priesthood and one altar, that the reader may see 
how accurately what is said concerning it, is agreeable to his mind. Now these things being put together, 
that this whole reasoning, both premises and conclusion too, were owned by them, and that they were 
withal taken up from such originals as could not fail them, it plainly follows, that the whole reasoning 
was solid, as urged against the ancient schismatics, at least as to this particular, that the Eucharist is a 
mystical Sacrifice.-pp. 311-313. 


HICKES, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR.-The Christian Priesthood asserted. 


The new Covenant is better than the old, and the house of CHRIST much more excellent than that of 
Moses, in as much as the Christian is the full improvement and perfection of the Mosaic religion and 
worship; and therefore it would be strange if either the Liturgical ministrations of the Christian worship 
for men should be less holy, or pertain less to GOD for them, than those of the Jewish Church; or the 
Christian Liturgies, or ministers, should either not at all be priests, or priests in a less proper sense than 
those of the Levitical order and institution, who were ministers by fire and immolation under the first 
Testament. ... For as there have been different churches and religions, so there have been different 
rites and services in them; and vet the ministers of those different holy rites and services for the people 
to their GOD, have all been counted priests, as agreeing in the common notion of priesthood, which is 
the function or office of a person separated or taken from men, and ordained proV to ierourgein or 
qeourgein, as human authors speak, to minister for the people in holy services pertaining to GOD.-pp. 
25, 26. 

And therefore ... it is far from being true that Bishops and Presbyters are not proper priests, upon 
supposition that the Christian religion hath neither altar nor Sacrifice of any sort, as the Jewish neither 
now hath, nor formerly in the captivity had. 


I say, "upon supposition," which, for argument sake, I am willing to grant your "late writer," though in 
reality it hath both, as I now proceed to show, from the writings of the New Testament; and thereby 



prove that the ministers of CHRIST are so far from not being proper priests, that they are proper altar 
ministers, or sacrificing priests, ta erga ergazomenoi, as the Apostle calls the Jewish priests.--pp. 41, 2. 


I will begin with the twenty-third and twenty-fourth verses of the fifth chapter of St. Matthew's Gospel: 
"If thou bring thy gift," &c. The original word for "gift," is a sacrificial term of a general signification, and 
denotes a material Sacrifice, or offering of any sort, as may be seen in the margin, [Lev. i. 2, 3; ii. 17, &c.] 
and therefore it is to be taken here in that sense in which it is to be understood in Matt. viii. 4. "Show 
thyself to the priest, and offer the GIFT (or oblation) that Moses commanded." So in chap, xxiii. 18. 
"Whosoever shall swear by the altar, it is nothing, but whosoever sweareth by the GIFT that is upon it, 
he is guilty."... And as the primitive Church conceived this precept of reconciliation to be intended for a 
Gospel precept, so they always applied it to the Eucharist, as the Gospel Sacrifice, or oblation, not 
thinking (as Mr. Mede well observes) that our LORD would make a new law, or, let me add, enforce an 
old one concerning legal Sacrifices, which he was presently to abolish, but that it had reference to that 
oblation which was to be instituted by Him for the Gospel dispensation, and to continue with and under 
it for ever. Thus, in the Apost. Const... St. Clement... Irenaeus ... Tertullian ... St. Cyprian ... Eusebius ... 
Cyril of Jerusalem ... St. Chrysostom ... Jerome ... and Augustine...--pp. 42, 4--53. 

The next Scriptural proof which I shall produce in order, for the Eucharistical oblation of the bread and 
wine, is taken from the words of the institution. Matt. xxvi. 26. Mark xiv. 22. Luke xxii. 19. recited by the 
Apostle in these words: "The LORD JESUS, in the same night that He was betrayed, took bread, and 
when He had given thanks, He brake it, and said, Take, eat, this is my Body which is broken for you; this 
DO in remembrance of Me. After the same manner also He took the cup, when He supped, saying. This 
cup is the New Testament in my Blood; this DO ye, as oft as you drink it, in remembrance of Me." That 
the ancients believed that our LORD made an oblation of the bread and wine at His" institution of this 
Sacrament, and commanded His disciples so to do, is past all doubt, from the 63. Epist. of St. Cyprian to 
Cecilius... So in the Eucharistical Office, Const. Apost... The same may be proved from the testimony of 
Irenaeus.. .--pp. 53--56. 


It is plain from these testimonies, how the primitive Church understood the words of the institution of 
the LORD'S Supper, and what was their sense of them, which is very agreeable to the signification of the 
word poiein, which, in profane as well as sacred writers, signifies to "offer.".. . But more especially, it is 
so used in the Septuagint translation, which, all learned men know, is followed by the writers of the New 
Testament, even where they recite the words and speeches of our blessed SAVIOUR. In that translation 
of the Old Testament, poiein signifies the same as ieropoiein or ierourgein to "offer" or "sacrifice," as 
[ashh] does in the Hebrew, and FACERE in the Vulgar translation. So Exod. xxix. 36. kai to moscarion 
POIHSEIS, &c.. ,-p. 58. 


To these testimonies out of the Old Testament, to show that "do" signifies "offer," I think fit to add one 
more out of a Jewish Hellenistical writer, Baruch i. 10. ... The verb poiein, as I have elsewhere observed, 
is used for to "offer," in the New Testament as Heb. xi. 28. Pistei pepoihke to pasca ... So 1 Tim. ii. 
poieisqai may very well be rendered "offered." "I exhort, therefore, that first of all prayers, &c. be 
offered for all men," as it is in the Syriac version. 

The verb poiein is also used in the Hellenistical sense, to signify "offer," in the Greek writers of the 
Church, particularly where they have occasion to speak of the holy Eucharist. We find it so used in St. 
Clement's first Epistle to the Corinthians, §. xi. . . In the same sense Justin Martyr useth the word. So in 
the Epistle which Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, wrote to Fabius, Bishop of Antioch. . . So St. Chrysostom 
upon the words of the institution. Matt. xxvi.. .-pp. 62, 3-65. 



According to this sacrificial signification of the verb poiein, facere, and in particular from the signification 
of it "to offer" in the Paschal Sacrifice, we may justly observe, that the words touto poieite, hoc facite, 
either relate to the whole action and ministration of the holy Eucharist, as [], in the Hebrew, and touto, 
in the Greek, relate to the whole service of the Passover, Exod. xii. 27; and then it proves the celebration 
of the LORD'S Supper, (in which the oblation of the bread and cup to GOD the FATHER was a principal 
part,) to be ieropoia or ierourgia, a sacrificial service:--or else they relate more especially to the bread 
and wine; and then, by a natural and easy interpretation, they may be translated thus: "Take, eat, this is 
my body, offer this in remembrance of Me;" and "This is my blood, offer this, as oft as ye shall drink it, in 
remembrance of Me." Either of these senses of touto poieite, hoc facite, give us a good account of the 
reason why the ancient fathers, treating of this mystery, affirm it to be the "oblation of the Church, 
which CHRIST appointed to be offered."--pp. 67, 8. 

The next places of the New Testament from which I shall prove, that the Christian religion hath a 
Sacrifice, are those which imply, or express that it hath an altar. For if it hath a Sacrifice or oblation, as I 
have showed, then it must have an altar, at which to offer that oblation; and if it have an altar, as I am 
going to show, then it must have an oblation to be offered at, or upon it; and then by consequence, the 
ministers of the Gospel must be altar ministers, as well as offering priests. I will begin with that text, 1 
Cor. ix. "Do ye not know, that they who minister about holy things live of the things of the temple, and 
they who wait at the altar are partakers with the altar".. .--p. 68. 

I should from hence return to Matt. v. 23. "When thou bringest thy gift to the altar," &c. But having said 
enough upon that place, I proceed to Heb. xiii. 10. where the Apostle saith expressly, "We have an altar 
whereof they have no right to eat who serve the tabernacle." In the original whereof is EX OU, which 
may be rendered in a literal and proper sense, EX QUO or DE QUO,--"of which," or "from which, they 
have no right to eat.". . . But because the generality of learned men have taken ALTAR here in the 
metonymical sense, for the altar-offering, as the Latin translation and ours take "temple" (1 Cor. ix. 13.) 
for the holy provision of the temple, I am therefore content to take it in the same sense; which will not 
in the least abate the force of my argument from the place; because, if altar there be put for the 
Sacrifice, or oblation of the altar, that metonymical use of the word proves the first and proper sense of 
it, as much as the use of trapeza in Greek, and mensa in the Latin tongue, for the meat or entertainment 
upon the table, proves it to be a "table" the primary, proper, literal sense. 

But, perhaps, sir, your "late writer" will say, the apostle doth not mean a proper material altar, upon 
which offerings were made, and then eaten, but an improper metaphorical altar, by way of allusion arid 
similitude; and so, sir, if he pleases, he may say the Apostle meant only an improper metaphorical High 
Priest, where he says in the same epistle, "We have a great High Priest," &c. . . The phrase is the same, 
ecomen qusiasthrion, and toiouton ecomen arcierea and ou gar ecomen arcierea mh dunamenon 
sumpaqhsai. . . And since the High Priest we have is a more proper High Priest than the Jewish high 
priest, who was but His shadow, it would be very arbitrary in him to assert that the altar we are said to 
have is not a proper altar, especially considering that the Jerusalem altar, for the reason hereafter given, 
is several times called "the table of the Lord;" in Malachi i. 7. 12. and Ezekiel xii. 22; xliv. 16. as the 
offerings upon it are called His "food," which He consumed by fire. And that the altar we are said to 
have is such an altar, of which, that is, of the Sacrifices of which, neither the priests who were ministers 
of the tabernacle, nor their people had any right to eat, but the Christian ministers and people have, the 
Apostle proves, by an argument taken from their own law. For if they could not eat of the Sacrifices of 
atonement and expiation, which prefigured the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, how could they 
partake at the Christian altar, of the Christian Sacrifice, which was the mystical Flesh and Blood of 
CHRIST, by which the Sacrifice of Himself upon the Cross) was represented according to His own 
institution, under the new law, as it was under the old, by the Sacrifices of Expiation, whose bodies were 



burnt without the camp? . . . Here is altar answering to altar, and Sacrifice to Sacrifice; the Sacrifice, 
which was a figure of CHRIST'S Sacrifice upon the Cross, before His suffering, to that which is the figure 
of it after. ... For the farther explication of which, it is to be observed, that, as the great altar at the 
temple of Jerusalem was so called, with respect to the Sacrifices which were offered there, but, with 
respect to the consumption of them upon it by fire, was called also the LORD'S table; so the LORD'S 
table, in Christian Churches, was considered in a double respect, first, with relation to the offering of the 
bread and wine upon it; and secondly, with relation to the consumption, or participation of them in the 
sacrificial feast at it; and as, in the latter respect, the Apostle called it the LORD'S table, so, in the former, 
it is an altar; and therefore the Apostle, by a usual metonymy of the "altar" for the Sacrifice of the altar, 
said, "We have an altar whereof they have no right to eat who serve at the tabernacle."--pp. 70--75. 

I hope I have now made it appear in this paragraph, that the Communion table, in respect of its different 
uses, is an "altar" as well as a "table;" an altar upon which the elements are presented, and offered up 
by the minister to GOD the FATHER, and a table at which, after they are consecrated into the symbols of 
CHRIST'S dead Body and Blood, they are consumed by the offerers in the holy sacrificial banquet.--p. 79. 

Having showed, from one place of the New Testament, that the ministers of CHRIST are proper altar 
ministers, because they minister at a proper altar, I now proceed to show, from another place, 1 Cor. x. 
20, 21. that they offer Sacrifice, and by consequence that they are proper offering, or sacrificing priests. 
These are the words, "But the things which the Gentiles sacrifice," &c. For the devils had their tables for 
their sacrificial feasts as well as the true GOD. And, I need not observe, that to "drink the cup of the 
LORD, and the cup of demons" or "devils," and to "be partakers of the LORD'S table and the table of 
devils," are metonymical expressions, which properly signify to drink of the wine offered to the LORD, 
and of the wine offered to devils, and to be partakers of the Sacrifices of the LORD'S table, or altar, and 
of the Sacrifices of the tables, or of the altars of devils. ... For first, oblations or Sacrifices were offered 
to both; to the former, only upon the holy table altar, but to the latter both upon their altars and their 
tables. Secondly, it is plain those oblations to both were eaten by the offerers at tables. And thirdly, that 
the cup was offered at the LORD'S table, as well as at the table of devils; and by consequence, in the 
fourth place, that they were qutai or sacrificing Ministers, as Pollux calls Priests, who offered upon the 
LORD'S table, as idolatrous Priests did upon the altars or tables of the devils, and thence and there 
feasted their people in the name of their false gods. I say, the whole parallel between eating and 
drinking at the table of the LORD and the table of devils supposes, that they ate and drank of things 
which had been offered, and by consequence, that the Ministers of the LORD'S table, upon which the 
bread and wine were first solemnly offered, and then consumed in the sacrificial banquet, are sacrificing 
Priests; such as, in the ninth chap. 13th ver. of this Epistle, the Apostle, speaking of the Jewish Priests, 
calls ta iera ergazomenoi, tw qusiasthriw prosedreuonteV, sacra operantes, or sacra procurantes, altari 
deservientes, or altari operam dantes, "ministers about holy things" pertaining to GOD, "waiters at the 
altar;" without whom there could have been no Sacrifices or offerings, or any partaking of the offerings 
at the holy table, in which the act of communion doth consist.--pp. 80. 85--87. 

From this I proceed to another place of the New Testament, to show that it is a Sacrifice, viz. Rom. xv. 
15, 16. where, alluding to the ministration of the Christian Sacrifice. . . he said, ver. 15, 16, 
"Nevertheless, brethren, I have written the more boldly to you in some sort, as putting you in mind of 
the grace that is given to me of GOD, that I should be the Minister of JESUS CHRIST to the Gentiles, 
ministering the Gospel of GOD, that the offering up of the Gentiles might be acceptable, being sanctified 
by the Holy Ghost." The words in the original for "the offering up of the Gentiles" are prosfora twn 
eqnwn, "the offering of the Gentiles," as the Eucharist is called by Justin Martyr, in his Dialogue Trypho.. 
. So Irenaeus.. . St. Cyprian. .. Const. Apost.. . Now if, according to this primitive notion of the Eucharist 
being the "Sacrifice of the Gentiles" in all places, prosfora twn eqnwn signified their offering or Sacrifice, 



not as offered, but as offerers, this text would be a direct and express proof. But although the ancients 
always spoke of the Eucharist as the Sacrifice, or oblation of the Gentiles, in opposition to those of the 
Jews, when they argued against them from the prophecy of Malachi, yet, because they understood the 
words of the Apostle for "the offering up of the Gentiles," I think we ought to take them in that sense. 
But then, I think that in mentioning that offering of his, as "being sanctified by the Holy Ghost," he 
plainly alludes to the ministration of the Christian Sacrifice, in which they solemnly prayed unto GOD "to 
send down His Holy Spirit upon the oblations." ... In the ancient Liturgies nothing is more common than 
the prayers of the Priest to GOD, to send down His Holy Spirit upon himself, and the communicants, and 
the oblations.... I cannot, from considering all this, but think it very probable that the Apostle alluded to 
the common notion the Christians had of the Eucharistical oblations being sanctified by the Holy Ghost, 
in saying that the oblation he made of the Gentiles, was "acceptable to GOD, being [like the Eucharistical 
bread and wine] sanctified by the Holy Ghost."--pp. 92--97. 

I believe no man in the world, that was of any religion where Sacrifice was used, and that by chance 
should see the Sacrament of the holy Eucharist administered among Christians, as it was administered in 
the primitive times, or as it is administered according to the order and usage of the Church of England, 
but would take the bread and wine for an offering or Sacrifice, and the whole action for a sacrificial 
ministration; and the eating and drinking of the holy elements for a sacrificial entertainment of the 
congregation at the table of their GOD. To see bread, and wine mixed with water, so solemnly brought 
to the table, and then a loaf of that bread and a cup of that wine brought by the Deacon in manner of an 
offering to the Liturg, or Minister, which lie also taking in his hands, as an offering, sets them with all 
reverence on the table; and, then, after solemn prayers of oblation and consecration, to see him take up 
the bread, and say, in a most solemn manner, "This is my Body," &c. and then the cup, saying as 
solemnly, "This is my Blood," &c. and then to hear him, with all the powers of his soul, offer up praises, 
and glory, and thanksgiving, and prayers to GOD, the FATHER of all things, through the name of the Son, 
and Holy Spirit, which they beseech Him to send down upon the bread and cup, and the people with the 
greatest harmony and acclamation, saying aloud, "Amen;" after which also to see the Liturg first eat of 
the bread, and drink of the cup, and then the Deacon to carry about the blessed bread and wine, to be 
eaten and drunk by the people, as in a sacrificial feast; and lastly, to see and hear all concluded with 
psalms and hymns of praise, and prayers of intercession to GOD, with the highest "pomp-like celebrity" 
of words;--l say, to see and hear all this, would make an uninitiated heathen conclude that the bread 
and wine were an offering, the whole Eucharistical action a sacrificial mystery, the eating and drinking 
the sanctified elements a sacrificial banquet, and the Liturg who administered, a Priest. I have here used 
the term "sacrificial mystery," because there was no federal Sacrifice but what was a religious mystery, 
exhibiting one thing to the sense, and another to the understanding of the votist, or what was not an 
outward sign of an invisible inward grace of the GOD, true or believed to be true, to whom the Sacrifice 
was offered;--! say, every federal Sacrifice is an out-ward sign of an invisible grace, and by consequence 
is a mystery, or Sacrament; for "Sacrament" in the Latin Church, from which we borrowed the word, 
signifies the same, as "mystery" in the Greek; and, therefore, the Eucharistical Sacrifice is also a 
Sacrament, or, to speak more properly of it, it is a Christian Sacrament or mystery, as a federal 
commemorative Sacrifice, in which as CHRIST represents unto GOD His Passion and the merits of it, as 
our High Priest in heaven, so, in this Sacrifice, the Priests upon earth, in conjunction with it, present and 
commemorate the same unto Him, by setting before Him the symbols of His dead Body and Blood 
effused for our sins. 

I speak this to let the reformed world see, that they need not be afraid of believing the holy Eucharist to 
be a proper Sacrifice, or offering, in which the bread and wine are offered in a proper and literal sense; 
and that by consequence the ministers of it are, properly and literally speaking, "offering Priests," as the 



primitive Christians, and all Churches before the Reformation taught and believed. For the holy Eucharist 
is so very like a Sacrifice, or sacrificial mystery, in all its rites and manner of ministration, that if it be not 
a Sacrifice, no man can well tell what the common notion of a Sacrifice is, or easily distinguish it from 
the nature of any Sacrifice, upon which the votists used to feast in the temple, and at the altar of their 
GOD. The primitive Christians, who were as afraid of idolatry as any of the Protestants, were so far from 
not having this notion of it, or being afraid to own it as such, that, as they believed Melchisedec was a 
type of CHRIST, so they believed the bread and wine, which he brought to Abraham, when he blessed 
him, to have been a type of this commemorative Sacrifice by bread and wine, which CHRIST instituted 
for His Church. They believed it to be that mincha purum, that "pure offering" foretold by the Prophet 
Malachi, which should be offered in every place, and not in one, as among the Jews, unto the name of 
GOD among the Gentiles, from the rising of the sun unto the going down of the same.--pp. 103--109. 

But to return to the Christian oblation, or Sacrifice in the holy Eucharist, I cannot but observe, that the 
"offering" of the bread and wine was of old esteemed so special a part of that most holy service, that 
the administration of the holy Communion, and the Communion itself, was signified by prosferein, and 
prosfora in the Greek, and by offerre, and oblatio in the Latin Church.--p. 113. 

In the second place, I cannot but observe, that the ancient Church made a plain and accurate distinction 
between the oblation of bread and wine upon the altar in the Eucharist, and the oblation of other things 
thereupon-p. 115. 

But thirdly, it is evident from one argument, which the orthodox Fathers used in the second Council of 
Nice, against the worship of images, that the bread and wine were solemnly offered in the Eucharist, 
and that the oblation of them was esteemed a Sacrifice of Divine institution. That argument was to this 
purpose, viz. that the Catholic Church of us Christians agreed with the Jewish and Gentile religion, being 
a medium between both, as having a new mystical Sacrifice instituted by GOD, but without the rites and 
ceremonies of either, not admitting the bloody Sacrifices and burnt-offerings of Judaism, and abhorring 
the idols and idol-worship in the Sacrifices of Gentilism, which was the author and inventor of that 
abominable art (of making and worshipping idols).... From this way of reasoning against the use of 
images in divine worship, it is plain, that these holy Fathers thought the Christians had a Sacrifice of 
Divine institution, though not a bloody Sacrifice, as the Jews had, nor polluted with image-worship, after 
the manner of the Gentiles, but a pure unbloody Sacrifice in the holy Eucharist, which was a medium of 
negation from both, as being neither a bloody nor an idololatrical oblation. 

In the fourth place, the ancients asserted that Melchisedec, who was the type of CHRIST, offered bread 
and wine; and that the bread and wine which he offered, prefigured the oblation of it in the Eucharist... 
And as they believed that Melchisedec first offered the bread and wine, with which he entertained 
Abraham; so they taught, as I have already showed from many authorities, that CHRIST, the antitypal 
Melchisedec, as really offered bread and wine to the Father at the institution of the holy Eucharist. From 
those and other authorities cited in this letter, it is plain, that the bread and wine were really offered in 
the Eucharist, and were, in the opinion of the ancient Church, as properly an external material oblation 
in that pure unbloody Sacrifice, as any other thing could be that was offered by any priest upon the altar 
of any god. 

Indeed there were two oblations of the elements in the Eucharist; one before the consecration, in which 
they were presented to GOD the FATHER upon the altar, as the first-fruits of His creatures, to 
acknowledge Him for our sovereign LORD and Benefactor; the other at the consecration, when they 
were offered to Him as the symbols of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, or as the mystical Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, to represent that oblation He made of both upon the Cross, and to obtain the benefits of His 



death and passion; who, by the oblation of Himself once so offered, made a full and perfect satisfaction 
for the sins of the whole world. 

These two oblations are distinguishable in Justin Martyr's short account of the celebration of the 
Eucharist: the first at the offering of the bread, and the cup of water and wine, "which," saith he, "the 
Bishop (or Priest) receiving, offers up (ainon kai doxan) praise and glory to GOD the Father of all things, 
through the name of His Son and the Holy Spirit; and also offers up thanksgiving for deeming us worthy 
of these His creatures". . . . This long action of praise and thanksgiving may be seen at large in Const. 
Apost. lib. viii. cap. 12, ... Then after a short introduction, in which are the words of the institution, 
follows the second oblation of the elements, beginning at Memnhmenoi oun wn di hmaV upemeinen, 
&c. which I shall hereafter transcribe. This second Eucharistical oblation, in which the elements were 
offered as the mystical Body and Blood of CHRIST, and wherein they prayed GOD the FATHER graciously 
to accept them, is implied by Justin in the word eucaV, in the sentence next to that which I have 
cited,--"when the Bishop (or Priest) hath finished the prayers, all the people present conclude with an 
audible voice, saying, Amen." These two forms of oblation of the bread and wine, though then in one 
continued prayer, are plainly distinguished by St. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechis. Mystag. V. where the first 
is described § iv. v., and the latter in § vi., and the description of them in both places exactly agrees with 
the large account of ministering the holy Sacrament in the Apost. Const, cited above: and they are also 
to be found in all the ancient Liturgies. In our present Liturgy, the first oblation is made in the beginning 
of the Prayer for the whole state of CHRIST'S Church, immediately after the Priest hath placed the bread 
and wine upon the table, in these words, "Almighty and everliving GOD ... we humbly beseech Thee to 
accept our alms and oblations." And the latter is made, in substance, and according to the intention of 
the Church, in the Prayer of Consecration to GOD the Father, where, after the commemoration of 
CHRIST'S offering Himself upon the Cross, and His institution of the perpetual memorial of His precious 
death, GOD the FATHER is implored to hear us, while, according to the same institution, we receive His 
creatures of bread and wine, in remembrance of His Son our SAVIOUR'S death and passion: and then, 
while the Priest recites the words of the institution, he is to take the bread into his hands and break it; 
and at the words, "This is My Body," to lay his hand upon all the bread: and at the words, "He took the 
cup," he is to take the chalice into his hands; and at the words, "This is My Blood of the New 
Testament," &c. he is to lay his hand upon every vessel, in which there is wine to be consecrated. These 
are the solemn rites which attend "our Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving," (as it is truly called in the 
Prayer of the Post-Communion,) at the consecration, as the placing the bread and wine upon the table 
by the priest in order to be consecrated by him is also to be observed. And, therefore, those Bishops and 
Priests who can satisfy their consciences in the total neglect of this rite, may as well satisfy them in the 
total omission of the other; and then take upon them to say, as some lately have done, that "the general 
neglect of the clergy to observe them, vacates them;" a way of arguing, which were it true, might vacate 
all the other rules and rubrics of the Church. 

But to return to the Christian oblation or Sacrifice; the next argument I shall produce to prove that the 
bread and wine were really offered in the holy Communion, is taken from the primitive manner of the 
administration of it, as set forth in the viiith Book of the Apost. Const, cited in the last paragraph. In this 
liturgical account of the holy Sacrament we read, that the catechumens and audients, &c. being gone 
out of the Church, the Deacon began the office of the holy Eucharist, with that general 
admonition,-"Let none that is not in charity, let no hypocrite come hither." After pronouncing these 
admonitions, he said,'--" In sincerity towards our LORD, let us, standing, offer, with fear and trembling ';" 
which being done, (saith the rubric, for so I call the direction,)-"let the Deacons bring the offerings unto 
the altar to the Bishop." Then the Bishop, standing in his priestly robes before the altar, began the 
Sacramental Office with this blessing: "The grace of ALMIGHTY GOD, and the love of our LORD JESUS 



CHRIST, and the communication of the Holy Spirit, be with you all." To which the people answered, "And 
with thy spirit." Then the Bishop, "Lift up your hearts:" to which the people: "We lift them up unto the 
LORD." Then the Bishop, "Let us give thanks unto our LORD:" to which the people, "Axion kai dikaion, "It 
is meet and right," &c. Then the Bishop, "It is truly meet and right," &c. And then after a long and noble 
hymn of praise and glory to GOD the FATHER, and the SON, abbreviated in after-ages, in which is the 
hymn Ter Sanctus, and after an introduction, in which die words of the institution are recited, he 
proceeds to the Consecration, the most special part of the sacrificial action, beginning with the Prayer of 
Oblation, in the words which follow; Memnhmenoi toinun. ..."Wherefore, remembering His passion, and 
death, and resurrection from the dead, and His return (ascension) into heaven, and His second 
appearance, in which He will come in glory and power, to judge the living and the dead, and to reward 
every one according to their works: We offer this bread, and this cup to Thee, (our) King and GOD, 
according to His institution; giving thanks to Thee through Him, that Thou hast thought us worthy to 
stand in Thy presence, and execute the priest's office to Thee; and we beseech Thee, that Thou 
wouldest look with complacency on these offerings lying before Thee, 0 GOD, who standest in need of 
nothing, that Thou wouldest accept them for the honour of Thy CHRIST, and send Thy Holy Spirit, the 
witness of the sufferings of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, upon this Sacrifice, that He may (make) show forth 
this bread to be the Body of Thy CHRIST, and this cup to be Thy CHRIST'S Blood, that the partakers 
thereof may be confirmed in godliness, &c. . . . Thou, 0 LORD ALMIGHTY, being reconciled to them. 
Furthermore, we pray unto Thee for Thy holy Church, dispersed from one end of the world to the other, 
which thou hast purchased with the precious Blood of Thy CHRIST, that Thou wouldest preserve it 
unshaken and unmolested, to the end of the world. (We pray) likewise for the whole episcopate, rightly 
dividing the word of truth. We pray also for my worthless self, who am making this oblation, and for all 
the Presbyters, for the Deacons, and the Clergy, that Thou wouldest instruct them, and fill them with the 
Holy Spirit. Furthermore, 0 LORD, we offer unto Thee for the Emperor," &c. 

This is as plain a description of a Sacrifice, and a sacrificial action, as is in any author sacred or profane; 
and mutatis mutandis may be said of any Sacrifice offered upon any altar, or to any god. And we find the 
Bishop, in the xiiith chapter, saying, "Let us also pray unto GOD, through His CHRIST, for the offering 
which has been offered to the LORD GOD, that our merciful GOD, through the mediation of His CHRIST, 
would receive it up unto His holy, heavenly altar, for a sweet smelling savour." In the same chapter, the 
rubric calls the consecrated bread to be distributed, "the offering." Answerably to all which, in the Iviith 
chapter of the 2d book, in a short account of the manner of administering the holy Sacrament, the 
administration of it is called "the oblation of the Eucharist." "Let some of the Deacons attend to the 
oblation of the Eucharist, ministering to the Body of the LORD with fear, and let others look after the 
congregation, and enjoin them silence. . . . After this, let the Deacon pray for the universal Church, &c. 
Then let the Bishop, having given the peace of GOD to the people, bless them, as Moses commanded 
the priests, and praying, say: 'The LORD bless thee and keep thee.' After this, let the Sacrifice be done 
(offered) all the people standing and praying in silence; and when it is offered up, let every order by 
itself orderly partake of the LORD'S Body, and precious Blood with reverence and fear." 

This account of the Eucharistical service is, as I have before observed, most agreeable to the accounts 
we have of it, and of the administration thereof, both in the first apology of Justin Martyr, and also, to 
the doctrine of it in his dialogue with Trypho, and I do not doubt, but it is most conformable to the 
primitive and apostolical form. And now let any candid reader judge, whether the bread and wine are 
not the [DWRA] "offerings," in a proper literal sense, which were brought by the Deacons to the altar 
unto the Bishop, that he might place them on the holy table, to be consecrated in the service of the holy 
Eucharist; the [PROKEIMENA DWRA] proper material "offerings," that lay upon the altar, and upon 
which the Bishop prayed GOD to look down in mercy; the "offerings," of which the Bishop or priest only 



was the "offerer;" the "offerings," which he took in his hands, and offered in the name of the people; 
the "offerings," of which God has no need, the "offerings," or the [QUSIAN] "Sacrifice," upon which he 
prays GOD to send down His Holy Spirit, that it might show forth the bread to be the Body, and the cup, 
the Blood, to the receivers: lastly, the "offerings," of which the Oblation and Consecration was called the 
"Sacrifice," and of which they said in the ancient Offices, Sancta sanctis, and Tibi extuis offerimus. And if 
all this be true, then let the reader also judge, whether the celebration of the holy Eucharist was not a 
sacrificial action or administration, and the bread and wine, the materials of that Sacrifice, which were 
first presented, and then by solemn consecration offered up unto GOD, and, last of all, distributed to the 
faithful, for the favour of GOD, the remission of their sins, the benefit both of their bodies and souls, the 
confirmation and increase of their faith, and preserving of them in all godliness, and unto the life of the 
world to come. In a word, it is evident, that according to the ancient Church, the bread and wine were 
the matter which the people brought, and the Bishop received, to be spent or consumed in the 
celebration of the Eucharist; the matter which the Bishop solemnly offered up to GOD by consecration, 
for the heavenly banquet of the LORD'S Supper; and which, as they were, in the literal sense, a proper, 
external, material offering or Sacrifice, which succeeded in the place of the legal Sacrifices, so, in the 
Sacramental or mystical, they were the Body and Blood of CHRIST, of which they were the 
representatives, and whereof the one was broken with wounds, and the other shed upon the Cross. To 
this Liturgical testimony in the Apost. Const. I shall . . . produce the testimonies of the ancient Liturgies, 
which suppose the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, in which the bread and wine were solemnly offered in a 
proper literal sense, by prayer and thanksgiving to GOD. 

I begin with the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom, of which there are two editions .. . both which begin with this 
secret prayer of the priests, in the beginning of the ministration; "Send down, 0 LORD, Thy assistance 
from Thy holy habitation, and strengthen me in Thy service, which I am going to perform, that I may 
stand, without blame, before Thy tremendous altar, and minister the unbloody Sacrifice," &c. So in the 
prayer at the proqesiV, or table where the people's oblations of bread and wine were set, before they 
were brought to the altar; "of Thy goodness and love for mankind, remember those who have offered, 
and those for whom they have offered."... So in the prayer after the oblations are placed upon the altar; 
"0 LORD GOD ALMIGHTY, who only art holy, and who receivest the Sacrifice of praise from those who 
call upon Thee with their whole heart, receive the prayer of us sinners, and bring it to Thy holy altar, and 
make us worthy to offer up these gifts and spiritual Sacrifices for our sins and the errors of the people, 
and grant we may find grace in Thy sight, to have this our Sacrifice made acceptable to Thee." Then after 
the Sursum corda, and the "Prayer of thanksgiving," mentioned by Justin Martyr, and the words of the 
institution, the priest saith, as in the Consecration before cited, out of the Apost. Const. "Wherefore, 
remembering this salutary commandment, and all the things that are done for us. His death, burial, 
resurrection on the third day, His ascension into heaven, His sitting at thy right hand, and His second and 
glorious coming, we offer Thy own [gifts or creatures] unto Thee. We also offer up unto Thee this 
reasonable and unbloody Sacrifice, and we pray and beseech Thee to send down Thy Holy Spirit upon 
us, and upon these gifts. Amen."... 

So in the Liturgy of St. Basil, in the prayer at the Prothesis, upon which the oblations were set; "Bless this 
table, and the oblations thereupon, and receive them up unto Thy altar in the highest heavens; and, of 
Thy goodness and love towards men, remember the offerers, and those for whom they have offered"... 
So in the prayer of the priest, after the offerings are set on the holy table or altar; "May it please Thee, 0 
LORD, as we are ministers of the New Testament and Liturgs of Thy holy mysteries, according to the 
multitude of Thy mercies, to receive us, who are approaching to Thy holy altar; that we may be worthy 
to offer unto Thee this reasonable and unbloody Sacrifice for our sins, and the errors of the people, 
which Thou having received up for a sweet savour to Thy holy and intellectual altar, send down for it the 



grace of Thy Holy Spirit upon us. Look upon us, 0 LORD, and upon this our Sacrifice, and receive it, as 
Thou didst receive the oblations of Abel; the Sacrifices of Noah; the holocausts of Abraham; the 
consecration-offerings of Moses and Aaron; the peace-offerings of Samuel; even as Thou didst receive 
this Eucharistical oblation, the verity of them, from thy holy Apostles:--let us stand as becomes us, with 
reverence, and take heed that we offer this holy offering in peace. Wherefore, most holy LORD, ... we 
approach to Thy holy altar, and having set [thereupon] the figures [or symbols] of the holy Body, and 
Blood of Thy CHRIST, we pray and beseech Thee, 0 Most Holy, by the pleasure of Thy goodness, that Thy 
Holy Spirit may come upon us, and upon these gifts lying before Thee, to bless them, and sanctify them, 
and make them the Body and Blood of CHRIST."... 

I could add more such passages out of this Eucharistical Office, but because they are the same with 
those in that of St. Chrysostom, or almost the same, I thought fit to pass over them, and proceed to the 
other Greek Liturgies. ... I shall begin with the Liturgy of St. James ', i. e. of the Church of Jerusalem, of 
which he was the first Bishop. There, in the beginning of the Sacramental Office, the priest prays, "0 
ALMIGHTY GOD, who gives us access to the holy of holies; . .. fearing and trembling to approach Thy 
holy altar, we implore Thy goodness: Send down Thy grace upon us, and sanctify our souls, bodies, and 
spirits, ... that we may offer these gifts, presents, and Sacrifices, with a pure conscience," &c. '0 iereuV 
eisagwn ta agia dwra, &c. "The priest who brings in the holy gifts shall say this prayer: '0 
episkeyamenoV, &c. 0 LORD, who hast visited us in mercy and pity, and given us poor sinners, and Thine 
unworthy servants, leave to come unto thy holy altar, and offer this tremendous and unbloody Sacrifice 
for our sins, &c. . . . And of Thy goodness receive me, who approach to Thy altar, and grant that these 
gifts, offered by my hands, may be made acceptable to Thee," &c. And then in the Prayer of 
Consecration, Memnhmenoi oun, &c. "We sinners, therefore, being mindful of His sufferings, offer unto 
Thee, 0 LORD, this tremendous and unbloody Sacrifice; Have mercy upon us, 0 LORD, and send down 
Thy most Holy Spirit upon these gifts which are set before Thee, that, descending upon them," &c. 

So in the Liturgy of St. Mark, or the Church of Alexandria, at the beginning of the Oblation: "0 LORD our 
GOD, who art our Sovereign LORD,. .. who hast made all things by Thy Wisdom, the true Light, Thy Only 
Begotten Son, our LORD and GOD and only SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, through whom, giving thanks to 
Thee, and with Thy Holy Spirit, we offer this reasonable and unbloody Sacrifice, which all nations offer 
up unto Thee from the rising of the sun unto the setting thereof, from the North to the South, because 
great is Thy name among all people, and incense, and Sacrifice, and oblation, is offered unto Thee in 
every place. Kai doV hmin merida, &c. And grant that we may have our part and lot with all Thy Saints, 
who bring unto Thee sacrificial oblations. And, 0 GOD, receive up these Eucharistical gifts into Thy 
heavenly and intellectual altar, Kurie, &c. ... 0 LORD our GOD, we have set what are Thine of Thy own 
gifts before Thee; and we pray," &c.... 

So in the Liturgy of St. Peter, that is, of the Latin Liturgy of the Church of Rome, translated into Greek; 
Qusian, Kurie, Soi, &c. "0 LORD, sanctify this Sacrifice, which is to be offered to Thee, and receive us 
graciously, &c. Se toinun, &c. We therefore pray, and beseech Thee most merciful FATHER, through our 
LORD JESUS CHRIST, that Thou wouldest please to accept and bless these gifts, this oblation, this holy 
and pure Sacrifice, which we offer up to Thee in the first place for Thy holy Catholic Apostolic Church, 
Tauthn toinun thn prosforan, &c. 0 LORD, we beseech Thee, mercifully to receive this offering of our 
[bounden duty and] service which we offer to Thee.... Thy own of Thy own; this pure Sacrifice, this holy 
Sacrifice, this spotless Sacrifice, this holy bread of eternal life and cup of everlasting salvation, we offer 
of Thy gifts and benefits unto Thee, upon which we beseech Thee that Thou wouldest look with a 
propitious and serene countenance, and to accept as Thou wast pleased to accept the gifts of Thy 
righteous child Abel. And command," &c_ 



So in the Lent Office of administering the Eucharist, ex praesanctificatis, translated by Genebrard.... 


I might, sir, from the Greek Liturgies as now extant, return to the ancient Greek writers, and cite many 
more authorities out of them for the Eucharistical oblation, especially that in the margin, [In the Prayer 
of Consecration of a Bishop, Apost. Const, lib. viii. cap. 5.] to which I refer my reader; but from the 
Liturgies of the Greek Churches it is time to lead you to those of the Latin, among whom I shall begin 
with the Sacramentary of Gregory the Great, where the Canon of the mass, (for "mass" of old . .. was a 
word of good and harmless signification) . . begins with this prayer: "Wherefore, 0 most merciful 
FATHER, we humbly pray, and beseech Thee through JESUS CHRIST Thy Son our LORD, that Thou 
wouldest accept and bless these gifts, these presents, these holy pure Sacrifices, which we offer up to 
Thee for Thy holy Catholic Church." . . in the present Canon of the Roman Mass,. . "Wherefore, 0 LORD, 
we Thy servants, and Thy holy people," &c. 

So in the Codices Sacramentorum... which are ancient Offices written about the latter end of the eighth 
century. . . To this I might add the canon of the Eucharistical action in the ancient Gallican Liturgy, 
published by Mabillon, but because it is almost of the same with the former, I omit it. Many collections 
and observations of the same kind might also be extracted out of the elaborate and useful volumes of 
the learned Benedictine, Edmund Martene, de Antiquis Ecclesiae Ritibus. But having produced enough 
out of the ancient Liturgies, to prove the Sacrifice of the holy Eucharist, from the harmonious agreement 
of them all in that point, I forbear to collect any more. Sir, I say "the harmonious agreement" of them all, 
to prevent cavil from such men as your "late writer:" for in whatsoever they all agree among 
themselves, and every one of them with the account we have of the Eucharist, in Justin Martyr's 
Apology, and in the 12th, 13th, and 14th chapters of the Apostolic Constitutions, (which answer so 
exactly to the celebration of it, as described by Justin,) that must needs be primitive and apostolical, and 
the consenting suffrage, i. e. the consentient doctrine and practice of the ancient Catholic Church.-pp. 
116-140. 


Thus, sir, I have gone through the Fathers and Councils, and ancient Liturgies, to prove the Eucharist to 
be a real oblation or Sacrifice, and by consequence, that the ministers of it are proper Priests, as the 
Bishops and Presbyters of the ancient Catholic Church thought, and taught themselves to be, according 
to that of St. Cyprian de Orat. Dom. Quando in unum cum fratribus convenimus, et sacrificia divina cum 
Dei sacerdote celebramus. But, as men biassed by preconceptions are apt to object, so such men as your 
"late writer," taking the notion of a Sacrifice from Dr. Outram, who is a great author with them, object 
his definition of a Sacrifice to the sacrificial notion of the holy Eucharist, which they truly say do not 
agree together. And therefore I must acknowledge, that either he is mistaken in his definition, or that 
the ancient Church hath erred in the sacrificial conception they had of the holy Eucharist, which must be 
false if the Doctor's definition or description of a Sacrifice be strictly true,-p. 146. 

But, sir, there yet remains another objection to be answered, taken also from the opinion of another of 
our learned divines, Dr. Cudworth, who, in a discourse concerning "the true notion of the LORD'S 
Supper," asserts, that it is not a Sacrifice, but epulum ex oblatis, a "feast upon a Sacrifice;" or in other 
words, not oblatio Sacrificii, but, as Tertullian excellently speaks, (saith he) participatio Sacrificii; not "the 
offering of something up to GOD upon an altar, but the eating of something which comes from GOD'S 
altar," and is set upon our tables. And then, in contradiction to all antiquity, he asserts, that the notion 
of a Sacrament's being a Sacrifice is a mistake for what is the true notion of its being "a feast upon a 

Sacrifice," and that it grew up by a degeneration of this truth, as he expresseth himself.In a word, 

from analogy to this ancient rite of feasting upon things sacrificed, and eating of those things in person, 
or proxy, which they had offered up to GOD, he takes this new notion of the LORD'S Supper being a 
feast upon a Sacrifice, and not a Sacrifice itself.—pp. 165, 6. 



Now, sir, in answer to the objection taken from this learned man's new notion of the LORD'S Supper, it 
will be convenient to distinguish, in this Sacrificial feast of Christians, between the matter or 
entertainment of it, and the eating and participation thereof in the holy feast; that it may appear in 
what this opinion agrees, and how it differs from the ancient and common notion of it which the Church 
had of it in the primitive and purest times. First, then, as to the matter of it, the bread and wine; it must 
be granted, that by CHRIST'S own institution, they are symbols of His natural Body and Blood, and by His 
appointment are to be deemed, reputed, and received as His natural Flesh and Blood, in the holy feast. 
And secondly, it must be granted, that the participation of them is a federal rite, and hath all the moral 
effects between GOD and the faithful communicants, as if they did eat and drink of His natural Body and 
Blood, which was sacrificed for us upon the Cross. Those moral effects are the solemn and comfortable 
commemoration of His all sufficient Sacrifice upon the Cross, and representing it before GOD on earth as 
He represents it before Him in heaven; together with a confirmation and ratification of the covenant 
between GOD and the communicants; and the signification and assurance of GOD'S pardon, and of 
peace, reconciliation, and fellowship between GOD and the worthy partakers, who eat and drink the 
mystical and vicarious Body and Blood of CHRIST. . . . Thirdly, it must be acknowledged, that the one 
great Sacrifice upon the Cross is the only true and proper Sacrifice of the Christian religion, as by "one" 
true Sacrifice is understood the one great Sacrifice of propitiation for sin, which was the truth and 
completion of all typical Sacrifices: but then his opinion, that there is no other "external 'material 
oblation" in the Christian religion, no "offering at GOD'S altar, but only eating something that comes 
from it;" and that the mystical or sacramental Body and Blood of CHRIST, of which we partake at the 
LORD'S table, "are not there offered up unto GOD," if there were no other reason, is to be rejected, as of 
no authority, because it is new, and contrary to the consentient belief and practice of all Churches for 
above fifteen hundred years.--pp. 167--169. 

I could say more to refute this learned man's opinion, were it needful or convenient to enter into a 
theory of the Jewish Sacrifices, but I think it is time to dismiss this cause, and therefore to conclude, as 
this notion of the LORD'S Supper being only a feast upon a Sacrifice, is new and singular, and as I have 
showed, contrary to Catholic traditions, both in belief and practice; so it is a nice notion, and of no use 
or service, that I know of, to religion. First, It is a very nice notion, and vain imagination, thus to separate 
the table from the altar, the Sacrament from the Sacrifice, and the outward offering of the one from the 
federal feast of the other, in the LORD'S Supper. This is to put asunder what GOD hath joined together, 
and in effect to declare that if the bread and wine be first made an oblation to GOD, they cannot 
become the mystical Flesh and Blood of His SON. Secondly, As this is a nice and new notion, so it is of no 
use or service to the Church. On the contrary, it disserves religion, and is of dangerous consequence to 
this holy Sacrament itself; for by the same liberty, this author, I am sure, without any ill intention, hath 
taken away this solemn offering of the bread and wine from the holy mystery, others, after his example, 
have presumed to take away the solemn consecration of them.... So dangerous it is for learned, though 
never so good men, to remove the old landmarks, and advance new notions destructive, or tending to 
the destruction of the old. I believe this author might really intend by this notion to sever the holy 
Eucharist from the Popish notion of it; but if it is not a real Sacrifice at all, most certainly it cannot be 
such a Sacrifice, as the Papal Church defines it to be. ... But this is running from one extreme to the 
other without any reason, because the ancient notion of this holy Sacrament's being a commemorative 
Sacrifice, in which we represent before GOD the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, perfectly secures 
the holy mystery from that corrupt and absurd notion, it being impossible that a solemn 
commemoration of a fact or thing, should be the fact or thing itself; or to speak otherwise, with respect 
to the holy symbols by which we make the commemoration, that what represents should be the thing 
represented,--the figure, the verity itself, or the sign, that which is signified thereby. 



Sir, I have said all this in defence of the old, against the Doctor's new notion of the holy Eucharist, much 
more out of love to that old truth, than to prove Christian ministers to be proper priests,--pp. 174, 5. 

To the modern testimonies I have cited for this doctrine in my first letter, I beg leave to add two or three 
more out of the writings of our learned divines, who have wrote of the holy Sacrament of the LORD'S 
Supper as of a Sacrifice, altogether as plainly as I have done. Dr. Dan. Brevint, late dean of Lincoln, in his 
excellent little book entitled, "The Christian Sacrament and Sacrifice," to use his own words, hath 
endeavoured, as he speaks, "to set this holy Sacrament at liberty, without regard to Papists or 
Protestants, and rescue it out of the hands of such as have not treated rightly of it, and to restore it to 

the full meaning and institution of CHRIST.".I forbear to transcribe any more, referring the reader to 

the discourse itself, which I wish were reprinted for the honour of GOD, and the benefit of the Church. 
Dr. Taylor plainly asserts this holy Sacrament to be a Sacrifice. The bishop of Sarum [Burnet] on Article 
XXXI., writes of the holy Eucharist in these words:-- 

"In two other respects it may also more strictly be called a Sacrifice. One is because there is an oblation 
of bread and wine made in it, which, being sacrificed, are consumed in an act of religion. To this many 
passages in the writings of the Fathers relate. This was the oblation which was made at the altar by the 
people. And though at first the Christians were reproached, as having a strange sort of religion in which 
they had neither temples, altars, nor sacrifices, because they had not those things in so gross a manner 
as the heathens had, yet both Clemens Romanus, Ignatius, and all the succeeding writers of the Church, 
do frequently mention the oblations that they made; and in the ancient Liturgies they did with particular 
prayers offer the bread and wine to GOD, as the Creator of all things. These were called the gifts and 
offerings, which were offered to GOD in imitation of Abel, who offered the fruits of the earth in a 
sacrifice to GOD. Both Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, the Constitutions, and all the ancient Liturgies, have 
express words relating to this. Another respect in which the Eucharist is called a Sacrifice, is because it is 
a commemoration, and representation to GOD, of the Sacrifice that CHRIST offered for us upon the 
Cross. Upon these accounts we do not deny but that the Eucharist may be well called a Sacrifice. But still 
it is a commemorative Sacrifice, and not propitiatory." [The Bishop means, not propitiatory in itself or by 
its own virtue, as the Papists assert their Sacrifice of the Mass to be.] ... I wish his lordship had been 
pleased to add expressly, what is implied, that the Eucharist was also called a Sacrifice by the ancients, 
because the oblation of bread and wine, which they compared to other external Sacrifices, was always 
brought to the priest, to be presented by him as Sacrificial gifts to GOD upon the holy table or altar, and 
after the prayer of thanksgiving, to be consecrated by him in a second solemn oblation.... 

It is plain that Bishop Andrews thought the holy Eucharist to be the Christian Sacrifice, by this prayer in 
his Greek and Latin devotions '0 anw k.t.l.... 

Dr. Heylin . cites a noble testimony out of Eusebius, De Demonstratione Evangelica, about the 

priesthood, altar, and Sacrifice of the Christians.... 

Bishop Stillingfleet saith, "It is the peculiar honour of the Christian religion, to have an order of men set 
apart, not merely as Priests to offer Sacrifices (for that all religions have had) but as preachers of 
righteousness, to set good and evil before the people committed to their charge.". .. Those who desire 
more authorities may consist the Appendix, to which I refer the reader. [In which are cited Laud, 
Hammond, Dodwell, Patrick, Wake, Bull, &c.] 

And to these authorities of learned men in print I shall add others of no less moment out of an 
interleaved Book of Common Prayer, with notes, which I happened to meet with, and value very much 






And now I hope, by these additional authorities, and those cited in my book, and in the Appendix to it, I 
shall convince the "late writer" I have spoken of in the beginning of my first letter, that the Eucharist is a 
proper Sacrifice, and that we, who offer if, are proper Priests, and that there can be no danger in this 
doctrine, which was taught and practised by all the ancient Catholic-Church. I hope also what I have said 
here, and in that letter, will sufficiently refute and expose the incomparable presumption of the author 
of the "Rights," who represents the whole notion of the LORD'S Supper, as I have shewed it was taught 
in the primitive times, for priestcraft, saying that "they made it a mystery in the heathenish sense of the 
word." ... All serious Christians among us believe it to be a mystery, though not to be a "Sacrifice," a 
sacrificial mystery, as the Passover to which it answers, and in whose place it did succeed, by our 
Saviour's institution, was.--Prefatory Discourse, pp. xxxvii—lii. Ixiii. 

It hath been my endeavour, especially in the first of the following letters, to revive this ancient, true, 
Catholic doctrine, which hath accidentally grown into disuse, and almost utter oblivion in this Church, by 
the alterations that were made in the Office, or order of administering the Lord's Supper in the first 
Liturgy of the Church of England, which in the Appendix I have presented to the view of the world. 

In the changes made in that Office, the word "Altar," which had been used in all ages of the Church 
before, even in the purest as well as the most corrupt, was left out of the rubrics. And the Prayer of 
Oblation, which had been ever used before the delivering of the Sacrament, in which we pray GOD 
"mercifully to accept this our Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving," was put in the Post-Communion after 
the Lord's Prayer; of which I read thus in my interleaved Common Prayer Book: "This prayer," &c.' 

In the alterations made in the Office for administering the Lord's Supper, in king Edward the Sixth's 
Service Book, that Rubric was also left out which commanded the minister to "set the bread and wine 
upon the altar," as an offering. But this Rubric was restored, in the Office for the Church of Scotland, and 
likewise in the Office of the Holy Communion of our present Liturgy, established by the Act of 
Uniformity after the Restoration, with an intention undoubtedly to oblige the Priest to place the 
elements, as an offering, with reverence upon the LORD'S Table. But as the disuse of this practice had 
taken deep root from the fifth year of king Edward VI., when the first Service Book was altered, to that 
time, and helped to obliterate the notion of the Christian Sacrifice in the minds both of priests and 
people; so this restored Rubric, to the great reproach of the Clergy, was almost never since observed in 
cathedral or parochial churches. I say almost never, because I never knew or heard but of two or three 
persons, which is a very small number, who observed it; but the bread and wine was still placed upon 
the table before the office of the Communion began, without any solemnity, it may be by the clerk or 
sexton, or any other, perhaps, unfitter person, to the great derogation of the reverence due to the holy 
mystery; and I hope, for the sake of my good intentions, no worthy clergyman will be displeased at me 
for taking notice thereof. 

This practice of the officiating priests setting the bread and wine in the sight of the people with 
reverence upon the holy table, was so inviolably observed in ancient times, that they had in their 
churches a buffet, or side table, on the right or left hand of the altar, upon which a priest or deacon set 
the bread and wine, from whence they were carried by the deacon, or other priest, when there were 
two, to the officiating priest, who reverently placed them as an offering on the LORD'S table. This 
side-table, for the elements and holy vessels, was called in the Greek Church ProqesiV, because they 
were first set in public view upon it; and in the Latin Church Paratorium, because they were prepared, 
and made ready upon it, for the Holy Communion; and in Italy it is called Credenza, in France Credence.. 


I have made these remarks for three reasons; first, to move the clergy of cathedral and parochial 



Churches to put the aforesaid rubric in practice, which in the Communion enjoins the priest to place the 
bread and wine upon the LORD'S table. Secondly, To persuade them to restore the ancient use of the 
Paratorium, or table of preparation, which that rubric plainly implies; for the priest is supposed, either 
to fetch them from some place, or else to have them brought from some place to him, that he may set 
them on the altar; and I cannot tell why that should not be another table in some part of the Church or 
chancel, to set the bread and wine, and holy vessels upon, especially where there is no sacristy or vestry, 
where they may be conveniently set till they are brought unto the priest. 

In cathedrals it seems to be most proper for the deacon, or another priest, as the sacrist commonly is, to 
bring the elements to the Bishop, or officiating priest; but in parish Churches, where there is neither 
deacon nor second priest, the churchwarden, or other fit person, might reverently bring them from the 
Credence, wheresoever placed, to the rail, where the minister might receive them of him, to place them 
upon the altar. This practice would conciliate a greater measure of reverence than is often seen, to the 
holy Sacrament, and help the people to conceive how the bread and wine is their oblation, and how it is 
made a Sacrifice by the ministry of the priest.--pp. Ixiii—Ixviii. 


ID.-Second Collection of Controversial Letters. 


In this the reader will find the Holy Eucharist asserted to be a commemorative Sacrifice ... that doctrine 
which so many of our greatest men have asserted to be the doctrine of the purest ages of Christianity, 
without seeing any danger in it, or any consequence from the old commemorative representative 
Sacrifice to the new Popish Sacrifice of the Mass. 

Wherefore, to the eminent writers, which I formerly cited for that doctrine, ... I beg leave to add the 
authority of others.... p. 277. 

I shall begin with a book entituled, "A Discourse concerning the worship of GOD towards the holy table, 
or altar." Printed at London, 1682. But as I understand it was printed from a MS. copy, which a learned 
clergyman, since deceased, somewhere met with, so is it plain from the book that it was written about 
the year 1637. . . Who was the author of this little book, I cannot tell, but thus he writes .... "Having 
proved an altar by your own consequence we must have a Sacrifice too, and a priesthood, for these you 
say infer one another, as correlates. But I will not be beholden to you to make this my argument, but will 
prove it out of Scripture the word "Sacrifice" to be applied to our Sacrament. GOD by His prophet 
foretels the Jews, that whereas they had polluted His altars, He had also rejected them and their 
Sacrifices, and would appoint Himself a new people and a new Sacrifice. In every place (that is, not in 
Jerusalem only, and in one place) incense should be offered unto His name, and Sacrificium purum, a 
pure Sacrifice, or offering, for so the word signifies in the Hebrew. Now what other incense have we but 
prayer? What other Sacrifice but the LORD'S Supper? which he calls a pure Sacrifice or offering; which 
GOD hath appointed to commemorate the death and Sacrifice of His SON, instead of the Jewish 
Sacrifices, which only typified it. This is the interpretation of the most ancient fathers; for among all the 
ancient fathers, both Greek and Latin, there is nothing more frequent than the use of the words 
Sacrifice, priest, altar, when they speak of the Sacrament, holy table, and ministers of the Gospel. No 
man can deny this, that hath but cast his eyes upon their writings, which are every where full of these 
expressions."... 


The next authority shall be that of Archbishop Bramhall... 



To the Archbishop's authority let me add that of Dr. Brough, in his tract, printed in the appendix: "In the 
Sacrament of the Eucharist, a Sacrifice commemorative both grant, but a propitiatory we disclaim." 
['"Sacred Principles, Services, and Soliloquies, or a Manual of Devotion made up of three parts, &c. The 
third edition, with some additions. London, printed by T. S. for John Clark, 1656.' The worthy author, 
who then only styled himself Philo-Christianus, was Dr. William Brough, who, for his piety and learning, 
as well as great sufferings and loyalty, was promoted by King Charles I. to the deanery of Gloucester, 
and, after the restoration of king Charles II., had other preferments conferred upon him, which upon 
many accounts he deserved."--pp. xiii, xiv.] 

In the next place let me produce the testimony of Mr. Thorndike that of Dr. Beveridge, late Bishop of St. 
Asaph... &c... [Citing Johnson, Potter, (vid. inf.) Bingham, &c.] 

Reflecting upon what I have now written, did I not consider the power of prejudice in men, I should 
wonder how "Sacrament" came to jostle "Sacrifice," not only out of so many Reformed Offices of the 
LORD'S Supper, but out of the writings of divines who have treated on that subject; as if now we were to 
know the holy institution but by halves, which the ancient apostolic Churches knew in whole and so 
taught and learned it, though we teach and learn but half of it, as the papists administer and receive it 
but in one kind. This, perhaps, was the pious reason why Mr. Nelson endeavoured to retrieve this 
primitive word and notion, by bringing the one into the title page, and the other into the devotions of 
his book. For he that knew Id verum quod prius, might think he could not more honour GOD, or better 
serve His Church, or more benefit his readers in writing on that subject, than by restoring the Sacrifice to 
the Sacrament, which had kept possession in the Churches of GOD for fifteen hundred years, and was a 
notion so proper to explain the special nature of that mystery, as also to inflame the devotion of the 
faithful, and increase their veneration for the Sacrament and the whole ministration thereof. .. . And if I 
should ever write a book of it, as I think I now never shall, I would first treat of it as a Sacrifice, and then, 
as it is a Sacrament; and, with all due regard to many learned men, who have written of the LORD'S 
Supper only as a Sacrament, I take the freedom to say, that, how useful and excellent soever their books 
may otherwise be, yet, excluding the doctrine of the Sacrifice from their subject, I think they are 
deficient and imperfect works. 

I have hitherto been showing, that it is no fault, but, on the contrary, what becomes a Christian writer, 
to bring this primitive, common, and consentient doctrine of the Catholic Church into books of devotion, 
and but that I foresee it would swell my preface beyond its bounds, I should show the same from the 
admirable prayers in the ancient Offices, which relate to the LORD'S Supper as a Sacrifice. But this, I 
hope, may be clone by another hand. I shall, therefore, only proceed to show, that the notion of the 
Sacrifice in the Eucharist is no stranger to the Communion devotions of the Church of England; for, as it 
was in the first Common Prayer Book of Edward the Vlth. so is it now in her present liturgy . . . the old 
rubrick for the priest to set the bread and wine upon the holy table is restored, and the order of doing it 
is directed in this manner: "While the sentences" &c.... This is one sort of offering, which may be made 
when there is no Communion. But, "when there is a Communion (saith the rubric) the priest shall then 
place upon the table so much bread and wine as he shall think sufficient;" which is the other offering 
proper for the Communion, as being offered to be consecrated, and consumed in the celebration 
thereof. These two offerings being set in order upon the holy table, the priest is directed to say, 
"ALMIGHTY and ever living GOD ... we humbly beseech Thee, most mercifully to accept our alms and 
oblations." I have already observed the difference that is, and is accordingly made by the Church, 
between these two material offerings, whereof the one is given, and presented upon the altar for pious 
and charitable uses, especially for the maintenance of the poor, but the other are dedicated and offered 
for the service of GOD in the holy Eucharist, and to that end to be consecrated into a memorial of the 
sufferings and Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, in remembrance of His death and Passion, and 



thereby become in the mystery, or Sacrament, the Body and Blood of CHRIST to the faithful receivers. 
This consecration of the OBLATIONS for the use of GOD'S table and to be made His entertainment, is 
performed by solemn prayer, [Called in the Rubric the "Prayer of Consecration"] and rehearsing the 
words of the institution, at which the priest first takes the patin into his hands, and breaks the bread, 
and then lays his hand upon all the consecrated bread, which by consecration, as St. Ignatius calls it, 
becomes "the bread of GOD." Then, in like manner, he takes the cup into his hand, and lays his hand 
upon every vessel in which there is wine to be consecrated for the heavenly entertainment; and then 
receiving in both kinds himself, proceeds to deliver the same in order to the Bishops, Priests, Deacons, 
and the people, who are all entertained as guests at the LORD'S table with the consecrated oblations, 
and, in partaking of them, are made partakers of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, which they represent. In 
the Post-Communion, after the LORD'S Prayer, the priest desires GOD of His fatherly goodness, 
"mercifully to accept this our Sacrifice of prayer and thanksgiving:" which hath the same signification it 
had before when it was the Prayer of Oblation, out of which that Prayer is taken; I mean, the same 
special, and I may say technical signification it hath in the ancient Eucharistical Offices, to denote the 
Sacrifice of the bread and wine offered to be spent in that divine service. After this I need not say more 
in defence of the Eucharistical Sacrifice of bread and wine, nor of Mr. Nelson, or any other person for 
bringing the notion thereof into books of devotion, as I find Bishop Beveridge hath done in his Devotions 
at the end of his treatise of the "Necessity and Advantage of the Holy Communion." Where, after having 
declared the holy Eucharist not to be a "propitiatory Sacrifice for the living and the dead," but only a 
Sacrifice "commemorative" and "declarative" of the Sacrifice which CHRIST once offered upon the Cross, 
and that it succeeded in the room of all the Jewish types, and representations of the death of CHRIST, 
and is our shew bread, our burnt offering, our sin offering, &c. . . . and all the offerings required of us, 
whereby to commemorate our LORD, and what he hath done for us; I say, after all this, among the 
private Devotions there is this prayer: "Be pleased, 0 GOD, to accept this our bounden duty and service, 
and command that the prayers and supplications," &c. I must also take notice, that the Bishop, in these 
Devotions, calls the holy table the "altar," as in these inscriptions for his several Prayers: "Before going 
to the Altar;" "At going to the Altar;" "At prostrating before the Altar."-pp. Ivii-lxiii. 

Before I conclude, I cannot but observe how disingenuous those writers are, who misrepresent this 
doctrine of the Eucharistical Sacrifice as dangerous; and as such endeavour to render it scandalous and 
odious to the people, as if it were the ready way, and so intended by the teachers of it, to introduce the 
Popish Sacrifice of the Mass, and bring the Church back to it again. Those, who have read "Canterbury's 
Doom," and the Charge of the Scottish Commissioners, will know very well, that I have just cause to 
make this reflection, and particular reason to put my adversaries in remembrance of it. But this is a most 
uncharitable and unjust charge, and where it is not the effect of ignorance, or insuperable 
preconception, it is the pure effect of malice: for there is no more alliance between the ancient doctrine 
of the "commemorative," or "representative Sacrifice" of the bread and wine in the Eucharist, and that 
of the "expiatory Sacrifice for the quick and dead" in the Mass, than betwixt "reward" and "merit," or 
between the superiority of one Bishop over many Presbyters, and the supremacy of one chief universal 
Pontiff over all the Bishops of the Christian world. On the contrary, it is so far from being true that there 
is any consequence of this from that, that of the two, that is a bar to this, and neither is, nor can be, any 
more the same Sacrifice which CHRIST offered upon the Cross, than an ambassador is the king he 
represents, or a picture its prototype, or the representation of things, and persons, and actions, upon a 
stage, the things, and persons, and actions themselves. Wherefore the right understanding of the 
commemorative and representative Sacrifice in the Eucharist, is so far from reducing us to the Sacrifice 
of the Mass, that it secures us like a bulwark against it, and it is as impossible for men rightly instructed 
in it, to misconceive or mistake the one for the other, as it is for any donotory to imagine the deed of gift 
is the land which the donor gave him, or for a spectator of any dramatic action to think it the very 



history or reality which it represents. The Church, then, can receive no damage or prejudice by this 
doctrine, as some men, and in particular my adversaries, seem to fear: on the contrary, it is a great 
benefit and advantage to her to be thought so primitive as to teach and practise it. For it is one of the 
objections which the Papists bring against us, that we have no Sacrifice, as may be observed from what I 
have before cited out of Archbishop Bramhall. And I can assure my adversaries, from good authority, 
that there is now a person of great quality in France, who is kept back by no other cause from coming to 
the Church of England, but that he is told "she hath no Sacrifice:" to which his learned correspondent 
here, who is one of the French ministers, in answer hath assured him, that the Bishops and Clergy of the 
Church of England freely teach the doctrine of the Eucharistical Sacrifice, as it was taught and practised 
in the purest ages of the Catholic Church, which, I may presume, from the gentleman's objection, he 
understands very well.--pp. Ixxi—Ixxiii. 

I must here say . . . that there is no reason why the Reformed should be afraid of believing the holy 
Eucharist to be a Sacrificial service, or the bread and wine to be the proper oblations of it, forasmuch as, 
according to the ancients before the eighth century, we teach them to be not the "real," but only the 
"mystical," or "sacramental" Body and Blood of CHRIST. There is, therefore, a very plain and intelligible 
difference between the Eucharist's being the Sacrifice of the real Body and Blood of CHRIST, and its 
being a real Sacrifice of His mystical Body and Blood. They are inconsistent and incompossible one with 
the other, because mystical and real differ as much as the substance and its shadow, the verity and its 
type, or a thing of any sort or kind from the thing that is its image. All this is comprehended in the 
distinction betwixt "mystical" and "real;" the one as I have said is a contradiction and bar to the other, 
and therefore great must be their ignorance or prejudice who cannot distinguish the pure Primitive from 
the Popish doctrine of the Eucharist, and where ignorance or prejudice is not in the case, it must be evil 
designs and passions that make divines especially inveigh against their brethren, who teach the 
Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper to be the representative Sacrifice of CHRIST'S mystical Body and Blood. 
Whether or no my adversaries be men of the latter sort, I leave it to their readers to judge ... In the 
mean time, I shall believe the holy Eucharist to be an unbloody Sacrifice, and of a sacrificial nature for 
the seal and sanction of the new Covenant, in the whole ministration, and all the parts and rites of it, 
from presenting the bread and wine to GOD upon the Altar, to the consumption of them in the holy, 
federal, and sacrificial feast; and that this notion of it is most suitable to the Evangelical Covenant, as a 
seal and sanction thereof, and altogether worthy of the New and royal Law, and of its one Lawgiver, the 
antitypal Moses, our LORD JESUS CHRIST. And as I believe it to be a doctrine and institution most 
agreeable to Christianity, as the mystical Judaism, to have one Sacrifice succeed in the room of all the 
Jewish Sacrifices, so I think it very proper not only to illustrate the nature of the holy Eucharist as a 
Sacrament, but to render the mystery more tremendous and adorable, and the Christian priesthood 
more venerable, and the devotion of the faithful more flaming both before, at, and after the holy 
Communion, as furnishing them with special and proper matter not only for holy and comfortable 
meditations, but for prayers and praises to the FATFIER, and intercessions with Flim in the name of His 
Son JESUS CHRIST, and of the Holy Ghost, to whom with the FATHER in the unity of the Trinity, be all 
honour, worship, and glory, now and ever. Amen.--pp. Ixxx—Ixxxiii. 

I hope I have now said enough to make it appear, that all the ancient Churches believed the bread and 
wine to be the proper subject matter of the Christian oblation in the holy Eucharist, or the sensible 
things which they really offered and believed, ought to be really offered to GOD in that holy service, for 
the sacrificial feast, and by consequence, that they thought it to be an outward Sacrifice properly so 
called.--"Account" prefatory to the third edit. pp. iv, v. 

It hath the honour above all the Sacrifices that ever were, to be the representative of the Sacrifice of the 
Cross; and the value and dignity of it above all other Sacrifices, consists in being the representative of 



that propitiatory Sacrifice for the sins of the whole world. It was instituted by our LORD for that noble 
and adorable purpose; and, therefore, were I to define the Eucharistical Sacrifice, it should be in these 
forms: The Eucharistical Sacrifice is an oblation of bread and wine, instituted by JESUS CHRIST, to 
represent and commemorate His Sacrifice upon the Cross. Wherefore, to represent and commemorate 
the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, being the great end of its institution, and the special part of its 
definition, by which it differs from, and is dignified above all other Sacrifices, it may be said of it in this 
respect, "We offer a Sacrifice, or rather the remembrance of a Sacrifice;" without meaning that it is not 
a proper Sacrifice, but only intending to set forth its super-eminent dignity above all other Sacrifices, in 
being instituted for a remembrance of the Sacrifice of CHRIST.--pp. xxxiii. xxxiv. 

I have been necessitated to write all this upon mentioning the additions which I have made in this 
edition of my book, to what I had said, in the former, of the Eucharistical Sacrifice, but now I have done 
for ever with that subject, and with all others that will require such labour and study as, through age 
arid infirmities, I am no longer able to endure. If it meets with any more opposition, I leave the further 
defence of it to those learned younger divines, or students of Divinity, who are conversant in the ancient 
writers of the Church. GOD, of His mercy to it, increase the number of them.--p. xxxv. 


COMBER, PRESBYTER.—Companion to the Altar. 


Whatsoever benefits we now enjoy, or hope hereafter .to receive from ALMIGHTY GOD, they were all 
purchased by the death, and must be obtained through the intercession of the Holy JESUS. And for a 
perpetual memorial thereof, we are not only taught to mention His Name in our daily prayers, John xiv. 
13. and xv. 16. but are also commanded by visible signs to commemorate and set forth His Passion in 
the LORD'S Supper, 1 Cor. xi. 26. wherein, by a more forcible rite of intercession, we beg the divine 
acceptance. That which is more compendiously expressed in the conclusion of our prayers, "through 
JESUS CHRIST our LORD," is more fully and more vigorously set out in this most holy Sacrament; wherein 
we intercede on earth in imitation of, and conjunction with the great intercession of our High Priest in 
heaven; pleading here in the virtue and merits of the same Sacrifice which He doth urge there for us. 
And because of this sympathy and near alliance between these two offices of praying and 
communicating, we find the Eucharist in the purest ages of the Church, was a daily companion of their 
Common Prayer.-lntrod. 

As the people of Israel were wont to bring their gifts and sacrifices to the Temple, and by the hands of 
the priest to present them to ALMIGHTY GOD, so are we appointed to give our oblations into the hands 
of the Minister of CHRIST, who by virtue of his office may best recommend them with prayers and 
praises to the Majesty of Heaven; and yet we must not neglect to join with him in these supplications, 
both to beg the acceptance of our offering, and to shew that our charity extendeth farther than our 
alms can reach, for the benefit of these is received only by a few of our neighbours, but we ought to love 
all the world, especially our Christian brethren, even those who do not need, or cannot have profit by 
our gifts. And how can we express this better, than by recommending them all to the mercies of GOD, 
who is able to relieve them all, and of whose bounty all have need? Which excellent duty, though it be 
to be done daily, yet at this holy Sacrament it is most proper, because we here behold the universal love 
of JESUS, and are declared lively members of His mystical body, and conjoined in the strictest bonds of 
union with all our fellow Christians. Besides, when can we more effectually intercede with GOD for the 
whole Church, than when we represent and shew forth that most meritorious Passion on earth, by the 



virtue whereof our great High Priest did once redeem, and doth ever plead for His whole Church even 
now that He is in heaven? This Sacrament, therefore, hath been accounted the "great intercession;" and 
accordingly all the ancient Liturgies did use such universal intercessions and supplications while this 
mystery was in hand, and in the time of St. Cyril there was a prayer used, exactly agreeing with this of 
our Church. St. Chrysostom also saith, that the priest standing at the altar, did "offer prayers and praises 
for all the world, for those that are absent, and. those that are present, for those that were before us, 
and those that shall be after us, while that Sacrifice is set forth." Horn. 26. in Matt. For which cause our 
Communion Office in the Rubric before this Prayer, appoints the bread and wine to be set upon the 
table first, and then stirs us all up with that solemn "Let us pray for the whole estate of CHRIST'S 
Church," &c. And if, as we are worshipping without, we remember Him that is praying within the vail, 
and, by imitating His general charity, do unite our supplications to His all powerful intercession, we may 
no doubt obtain the largest and the choicest blessings in the treasures of heaven.--pp. 78, 9. 

Let us then, with all possible devotion, offer up this Sacrifice, and delight in this pious and prudent 
intercession, which is enjoined by Him that purposes to grant it, and presented by charitable souls, who 
will infinitely rejoice in the success thereof, viz. the prosperity of the whole Church.--p. 83. 

"Beseeching thee to inspire continually the universal Church with the spirit of truth, unity, and 
concord:"] Among the several prayers which were made at the holy table, it was particularly enjoined 
that they should pray for "the holy Catholic Church, extended from one end of the earth to the other, 
which the LORD had redeemed with the precious Blood of Christ," saith the author of the Apostolical 
Constitutions; for the Sacrifice here commemorated was offered for the Church, Acts xx. 28. which is 
called the body of Christ, Eph. v. 23. Col. i. 24.-p. 85. 

"Grant this, 0 FATHER, for JESUS CHRIST'S sake, our only Mediator and Advocate; Amen."] This general 
conclusion of all our prayers we should not remark particularly here, but that the Mass hath thrust in 
the names of the Blessed Virgin, and other Saints into this supplication, through whose merits and 
prayers they intercede, even in this place, where there is a lively commemoration of the death of CHRIST 
our only Mediator, which is not only the holding a candle to the sun, but seems to intimate, that to 
plead in the virtue of our LORD'S Passion is not sufficient; and that His intercession, by which the Holy 
Virgin, and all other Saints, became accepted by GOD, was not alone forcible enough. But we desire no 
other Mediator, nor need no other Advocate (1 Tim. ii. 5) but our LORD JESUS CHRIST, who is here 
represented; nor do we doubt to ask all these mercies for all these persons, since we approach our 
heavenly FATHER with His dear and only beloved SON in our arms. Wherefore let us bless the Name of 
GOD, who hath chosen such a Master of Requests to present our prayers, and put such an argument in 
our mouths, when we approach unto Him. Let us look to the holy symbols, and remember our great 
High Priest, while we offer up the intercessions with a great humility, and a sprightly devotion, because 
our GOD will not, nay, cannot deny those that thus come unto Him.--p. 100. 

The nearer we approach to these mysteries, the greater reverence we must express. The very heathen 
could say, men should be always best when they came to the gods, and therefore so much better, by 
how much they come nearer; our late rejoicing might savour of too much confidence, if it were not 
allayed with this act of humility, which is the immediate address to this holy Feast: ["We do not 
presume," &c.] There is somewhat agreeable to this, some apology, or acknowledgment, in all ancient 
Liturgies, but that of St. James comes the nearest to this of ours. "I come to this divine and 
super-celestial mystery, unworthy, indeed, but relying on thy goodness." And afterwards: "Turn not 
away from us sinners, who are celebrating tin's dreadful and unbloody Sacrifice, for we trust not in our 
own righteousness, but in Thy bountiful mercy," &c.--p. 243. 



After all this preparation, we need not ask with Isaac, Gen. xxii. 7. "where is the lamb for the burnt 
offering?" for GOD hath provided his own dear SON, whose Blood, being already spilt, is so efficacious 
and all-sufficient that there is now no need of any other but this unbloody Sacrifice to be offered, and 
that in memorial of that great sin-offering which taketh away the sins of the world, 1 Pet. ii. 5. And for 
this purpose CHRIST Himself hath appointed these creatures of bread and wine, ordaining that, because 

they are designed to express so great a mystery, they shall have a peculiar consecration.The Jews 

would not eat of the Sacrifice till Samuel came to bless it, 1 Sam. ix. 13. 

How much more then ought we to expect the prayers of the priest over this mysterious food of our 
souls, before we eat thereof! especially since JESUS Himself did not deliver this bread and wine until He 
had consecrated it by giving thanks.--pp. 252, 3. 

"And thus by thine own appointment, dearest JESUS, we do shew our thankfulness for Thy Passion, our 
faith in Thy resurrection, and our hope of Thy second coming. We will commemorate Thy all-sufficient 
Sacrifice before the ALMIGHTY to pacify His anger against us; before the world, to testify our hope in a 
crucified SAVIOUR; and before ourselves, to renew our sense of Thy inexpressible love."--p. 274. 


COLLIER, BISHOP AND CONFESSOR-Reasons, &c. 


The oblatory prayer goes upon this ground, that the holy Eucharist is a proper Sacrifice; and that our 
blessed SAVIOUR, at His last Supper, offered the bread and wine to GOD the FATHER, as the symbols of 
His Body and Blood, and commanded His Apostles to do the same. And since this truth is not contested 
amongst us, since 'tis plainly proved from Scripture, by Dr. Hickes, since the subject is exhausted to the 
utmost satisfaction by the learned Mr. Johnson , we need only touch upon this argument--p. 27. 


NELSON, CONFESSOR.--The great duty of frequenting the Christian Sacrifice. 


First, I shall inquire into those obligations that lie upon all Christians to receive the holy Communion, and 
to frequent the Christian Sacrifice. 

The first argument for the performance of this Christian duty arises from the positive command of our 
SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, the Author of our Religion. . . . Now that our SAVIOUR has made it the duty of 
all Christians to frequent this commemorative Sacrifice, is plain from the history of its institution, in the 
close of which our SAVIOUR adds this positive injunction, "Do this in remembrance of Me;" by which, as 
the holy Apostles were obliged to do to others as our SAVIOUR had done to them, viz. to bless, break, 
and give the bread to all that joined with them in these holy Services; so were all Christians hereby 
engaged to receive from them and their successors, these symbols of CHRIST'S Body and Blood. By this 
precept, therefore, the Communion of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, as represented by bread and wine in 
the holy Sacrament, is made the standing memorial of His death and sufferings in all Christian 
assemblies to the end of the world.--pp. 4-6. 


The second argument for the performance of this Christian duty arises from the nature of the duty itself. 
It is a piece of worship appropriated to the Christian religion, by which in a peculiar manner we profess 




ourselves followers of the Blessed JESUS. The Heathens and Mahometans offer up prayers and praises 
to GOD, and by the light of nature apply themselves to infinite Power for the relief of their necessities, 
and return their thanks to infinite Goodness, as the source from whence they receive all their blessings. 
The Jews, by slaying of beasts, and by burning incense, invocated GOD, and praised and blessed Him for 
those mercies of which they partook. But Christians only set before GOD bread and wine in the 
Eucharist, "as figures or images of the precious Blood of CHRIST shed for us, and of His precious Body," 
as it is expressed in the Clementine Liturgy. And, therefore, we cannot be said so properly to worship as 
Christians, as when we join in those sacred mysteries that CHRIST has made peculiar to His own religion; 
and it cannot be imagined, that it should be at our own disposal, whether we would perform it or no, 
when it was ordained as the peculiar service of Christians, to distinguish them from all other 
worshippers of the Deity; and as the principal act whereby we partake of the Sacrifice of CHRIST made 
upon the Cross, and without which our public service wants its due perfection. Upon which account the 
primitive Christians (at least for a time in some places) on no day held their public assemblies without 
this Christian Sacrifice.--pp. 7, 8. 

The third argument for the frequent performance of this Christian duty arises from the great benefits 
that are annexed to the worthy participation of this holy Ordinance. By the nature of our circumstances 
in this world, we are surrounded with variety of temptations, no condition of life being free from the 
assaults of our spiritual enemies; so that it but too frequently happens, that we become a prey to their 
attempts, and are prevailed upon to transgress our duty. Now when we are brought to a sense of our 
follies, and our souls are pierced with an unfeigned sorrow for having committed them; what surer 
method have we to procure our pardon from GOD, than by showing forth the LORD'S death, by 
representing His bitter Passion to the FATHER, that so He would, for His sake, according to the tenour of 
His Covenant in Him, be favourable and propitious to us miserable sinners?--pp. 10, 11. 

Secondly, I shall show what preparation is necessary to perform this duty after an acceptable manner... 


The first part of preparation consists in the informing ourselves carefully in the nature and end of this 
sacred institution, enquiring what is meant by this holy action, and to what purpose this blessed 
Sacrament was ordained. This necessary knowledge, once attained, is a standing qualification in all our 
future Communions; and, therefore, we ought to take the pains to settle right notions in our minds 
concerning this matter, because they will be serviceable to us in all the remaining part of our lives. In 
order to this purpose it will be necessary to read over the history of the institution of this Christian 
Sacrifice, as recorded by the Evangelists, and by St. Paul in his epistle to the Corinthians, who received 
what he taught in this matter by a divine revelation. [Matt. xxvi. 17. 26. Mark xiv. 12. 22. Luke xxii. 7. 19. 

1 Cor. xi. 24.].From which places it will appear, that when our SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST celebrated the 

Jewish Sacrifice of the Passover, with His disciples, a little before His sufferings, He substituted the 
Sacrament of His Body and Blood, as the true Christian Sacrifice, in the room of the Passover; and 
ordained it as a rite to invocate His FATHER by instead of the manifold and bloody Sacrifices of the Law, 
and to be a means of supplication and address to GOD in the New Testament, as they were in the Old. 
To which end our SAVIOUR first offers up the creatures of bread and wine to GOD, as an 
acknowledgment of His sovereignty, by taking the bread and wine into His sacred hands, by looking up 
to heaven, and giving thanks, and then by blessing the elements, He makes them the symbols of His 
Body and Blood, and distributed them to His disciples, to eat and drink them in commemoration of Him. 
So that the design of instituting the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper, was to constitute a Christian 
Sacrifice, wherein GOD mystically entertains man at His own table, in token of amity and friendship with 
Him; which that He might do, the bread and the wine are offered to God, to acknowledge Him Lord of 
the creatures; and accordingly, in the ancient Church, they were laid on the table by the priest (as they 




are still ordered to be done by the Rubric in the Church of England) and tendered to GOD by this short 
prayer, "Lord, we offer Thy own out of what Thou hast bountifully given us;" which by consecration 
being made symbols of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, we thereby represent to GOD the FATHER the 
Passion of His SON, to the end that He may, for His sake, according to the tenour of His Covenant in Him, 
be favourable and propitious to us miserable sinners; that, as CHRIST intercedes continually for us in 
heaven, by presenting His death and satisfaction to His FATHER, so the Church on earth, in like manner, 
may approach the throne of grace, by representing CHRIST unto His FATHER in these holy mysteries of 
His death and Passion; that what every Christian does mentally and vocally, when he recommends his 
prayers to GOD the FATHER through JESUS CHRIST, making mention of His death and satisfaction, that, 
in the public service of the Church, is done by this rite, which our SAVIOUR commanded in 
commemoration of Him.--pp. 14--19. 

The second part of preparation consists in those pious dispositions of mind, which qualify us to receive 
this Sacrament after a worthy manner, and make us fit guests at the LORD'S table. And therefore when 
we plead the merits of CHRIST'S death and Passion before GOD the FATHER in this Christian Sacrifice, it 
ought to be accompanied with a most thankful acknowledgment of those great blessings our SAVIOUR 
has purchased for us by His sufferings, and with a public proclaiming to all the world the great sense we 
have of such invaluable kindness... with a readiness of mind to be reconciled to all those that have 
offended us, because "when we were enemies we were reconciled to GOD by the death of His SON." 

Rom. v. 19;--with hearty and sincere love and charity to our brethren. Indeed charity, and good will 

towards all men, was always thought so necessary a qualification for the celebration of this Christian 
Sacrifice, that, in the ancient Church, at the very entrance thereunto, the Deacon was wont to proclaim, 
"Let no man have ought against his brother:" and this practice was founded upon our SAVIOUR'S 
ordinance, in His divine Sermon upon the mount, "If thou bringest thy gift to the altar, and there 
rememberest that thy brother hath ought against thee, leave there thy gift before the altar, and go thy 
way; first be reconciled to thy brother, and then come and offer thy gift." Which Scripture, in the sense 
of the primitive Church, was taken to be an evangelical constitution, implied by way of anticipation, that 
our SAVIOUR would leave some rite to His Church, instead and after the manner of the Law, which 
should begin with an oblation, as they did; and that, to require this proper and peculiar qualification in 
the offerer, to be at peace, and without enmity with his brother; insomuch that Irenaeus seems to place 
that purity of the evangelical oblation, prophesied of by Malachi, principally in this requisite.--pp. 31--35. 

They that are acquainted with Ecclesiastical history, know very well that the Eucharist, in the purest ages 
of the Church, made a part of their public service; and when the devotion of Christians began to decline, 
they yet always upon the LORD'S day celebrated the Christian Sacrifice. Our Second Service at the altar 
seems defective without a conformable practice to antiquity in this point, and the holy exercises of the 
LORD'S day appear to want their due perfection without these Eucharistical devotions.... 

To this holy end and purpose I have endeavoured by proper arguments to press the duty of frequent 
communion upon the consciences of men; for all those motives that persuade us to communicate at all, 
ought to prevail upon us to do it often; and it appears to me very plain, that no sincere Christian, not 
otherwise lawfully hindered, can justify going out of the Church when the Christian Sacrifice is 
celebrated; nor is there any pretence or excuse sufficiently valid for a man that is in earnest with 
religion, to turn his back upon the holy table, when the heavenly banquet is there prepared.... 

I have particularly taken care to show that this Christian institution was ordained not only to put us in 
mind of those great blessings which our SAVIOUR purchased for us by His death,-for what man, that 
reflects upon his Christianity, can easily forget them?-but that it was also established as a sacred rite to 
supplicate GOD the FATHER by the merits of our SAVIOUR'S Passion, representing to Him the images of 




His Body and Blood, that thereby He may become favourable and propitious to us. This sense of it is 
agreeable to Scripture, as it was understood by those who lived nighest to the times of the Apostles; and 
has been evidently proved by the learned, judicious, and pious Mr. Mede. Preface. 


A Prayer to prepare our minds for the devout celebration of the Holy Mysteries. 


Almighty GOD, by whose great bounty and infinite goodness I have now an opportunity offered me of 
approaching Thy altar, and of pleading before Thee the prevailing merits of the death and Passion of Thy 
SON JESUS CHRIST; I am sensible, 0 LORD, of my great unworthiness to partake of this Christian 
Sacrifice; but the positive command of my blessed SAVIOUR, when He was about to lay down His life for 
my sake, has made it absolutely necessary; and the many spiritual wants I labour under, oblige me to 
apply to this sovereign remedy to repair those breaches my sinful follies have made in my soul. 

Assist me, therefore, 0 LORD, with Thy Holy Spirit, in the duty and service I am about to perform.... 

That I may have .... such a faith in that full perfect oblation and satisfaction made upon the Cross for the 
sins of the world, that I may so importunately plead the merit of it in this commemoration of that 
Sacrifice, as to render Thee gracious and propitious to me a miserable sinner... .--pp. 74—76. 

When the offertory is finished, the priest desires GOD to accept of our alms, and of those oblations of 
bread and wine which he is now about to consecrate, whereby they may become to us the Body and 
Blood of CHRIST; in which we are to join with the greater fervour, because we are so particularly 
concerned in the acceptance of the holy gifts. And at this time it is that we exercise another sort of 
charity, by offering up our intercessions for the Church militant, for all estates and conditions of men, 
that GOD would be pleased to hear us for them, by virtue of the Sacrifice of His SON, which we are 
about to commemorate. And we now thank GOD for all His servants departed this life in His faith and 
fear, because it is by virtue of the same Sacrifice they will obtain their perfect consummation and bliss. 
How conformable this is to the practice of the ancient Church, is well known to those who are skilled in 
Ecclesiastical history.-pp. 91, 92. 

-After this comes the Prayer of Consecration, the most ancient and essential part of this Eucharistical 
worship, because it is by the prayer and authority of GOD'S lawful minister, that the offerings of bread 
and wine become to us symbols of the Body and Blood of CHRIST_ 


A Prayer immediately after Consecration. 


Accept, 0 Eternal GOD, of that representation we make before Thee, of that all-sufficient Sacrifice which 
Thy SON our SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST made upon the Cross; let the merit of it plead effectually for the 
pardon and forgiveness of all my sins, and render Thee favourable and propitious to me, a miserable 
sinner..,-pp. 97-99. 


Having finished those devotions that relate to ourselves, this is a proper season to be mindful of the 
wants and necessities of our brethren, and we cannot better exercise our charity, than by 



recommending the whole state of mankind to the mercy and goodness of GOD, and by interceding with 
Him, by the virtue of this Christian Sacrifice, for a supply of whatever they shall stand in need of. Such 
intercessions always made a part of the public Liturgies of the ancient Church, as is well known to those 
that are conversant in antiquity, and no part of the prayers exceeded more in length than that which 
related to this subject; so that we cannot do better, than to follow the ancient model for our direction in 
this particular. 


A Prayer for the whole State of Mankind. 


Accept, 0 LORD, of my prayers and intercessions, as a testimony of my charity for the whole race of 
mankind, and let the virtue and efficacy of this Christian Sacrifice, procure for them comfort and relief in 
all those wants and necessities they labour under. 

That thus commemorating His all-sufficient Sacrifice upon earth, we may receive the benefit of it in Thy 
heavenly kingdom, and bless and praise Thee for it to all eternity. Amen.--pp. 128, 129. 133. 

WAKE, ARCHBISHOP.--Exposition of the Doctrine of the Church of England. 

When GOD delivered the children of Israel out of Egypt, He instituted the Passover to be a continual 
remembrance of that great deliverance. In like manner, our blessed SAVIOUR being now about to work 
out a much greater deliverance for us, by offering up Himself upon the Cross for our redemption, He 
designed by this Sacrament to continue the memory of this blessing; that, "as often as we eat of this 
bread and drink of this cup, we might show forth the LORD'S death till His coming." 

That this Sacrament, instituted for the like end which the Passover had been, and now for ever to 
succeed in its place, might be both the better understood, and the easier received by them, it pleased 
our blessed LORD to accommodate Himself, as near as was possible, to the ceremonies and phrases they 
had before been used to. He retained the symbols, and even the expressions they had so long been 
acquainted with; only He changed the application of them to a new and more excellent 
remembrance,--p. 49. 

And, 1, We desire it may be observed, that the peace offerings under the law, were designed as an 
acknowledgment on the people's part for those temporal blessings which it pleased GOD to bestow 
upon them. And because, after the sacrifice of Isaac, GOD first entered into the covenant with Abraham, 
and promised him His blessing, and to be his GOD, and the GOD of his seed after him; it seems to have 
been further their intention, in all these Sacrifices, to call to remembrance that offering of Isaac, as a 
foundation of all those blessings for which these sacrifices were appointed, as a testimony of their 
gratitude. 

2. That though the Passover, like the Sacrifice of the Cross, was offered as a sin-offering for the delivery 
of the first-born in the land of Egypt, yet that yearly remembrance of it, which GOD afterwards 
established, was always esteemed a peace offering; and indeed the perpetual order of their Sacrifices 
clearly demonstrates that it could be no other. 

So that the parallel, therefore, for the explaining the nature of the holy Eucharist, must be this:— 

1. That as the Jews ate of their peace-offerings in general, to call to mind the Sacrifice of Isaac, and give 




GOD thanks for those blessings they received by it, and of that of the Passover in particular, in memory 
of GOD'S delivering them out of Egypt; so the Christians partake of this blessed Sacrament, in memory 
of that deliverance which the Sacrifice of the Cross of CHRIST, whom both Isaac and the Paschal lamb 
typified, has purchased for them. 

2. That as the peace offering which the Jews ate, was not changed into the substance of that first 
Sacrifice whereof it was the remembrance, but was eaten as a figure or commemoration of it; so the 
Christians in their Sacrament are not to think the bread and wine, which CHRIST has appointed to be our 
peace offering, should be changed into the very substance of that Body which was offered for us upon 
the Cross, but to be received only as types of it. For thus was the peace offering in general a type of 
Isaac, and the Passover in particular the type of that first lamb which was slain for their deliverance in 
the land of Egypt. 

When, therefore, Monsieur de Meaux tells us, that the Jews ate the proper flesh of their peace offering, 
we answer, that so do we the proper substance of ours; we eat the bread which CHRIST appointed to be 
the remembrance of that deliverance which He has purchased for us, as the body of the Lamb was 
commanded by GOD to be the remembrance of theirs.--pp. 51, 52. 

A third consequence of the corporeal presence of CHRIST in the holy Eucharist, is the Sacrifice of the 
Mass; in which we ought to proceed with all the caution such a point requires as both makes up the 
chiefest part of the Popish worship, and is justly esteemed one of the greatest and most dangerous 
errors that offends us. 

Monsieur de Meaux has represented it to us with so much tenderness, that, except perhaps it be his 
foundation of the corporeal presence, on which he builds, and his consequence, that this service is a 
true and real propitiatory Sacrifice, which his manner of expounding it we are persuaded will never bear, 
there is little in it besides, but what we could readily assent to. 

We distinguish the two acts which he mentions, from one another. By the consecration, we apply the 
elements, before common, to a sacred use; by the manducation, we fulfil our SAVIOUR'S command; "we 
take, and eat, and do this in remembrance of Him." 

This consecration, being separately made, of His Body broken, His Blood spilt for our redemption, we 
suppose represents to us our blessed Lord in the figure of His death, which these holy symbols were 
instituted to continue the memory of. And whilst thus with faith we represent to GOD the death of His 
SON, for the pardon of our sins; we are persuaded, that we incline His mercy the more readily to forgive 
them. 

We do not, therefore, doubt, but that this presenting to GOD ALMIGHTY this Sacrifice of our blessed 
LORD, is a most effectual manner of applying His merits to us. Were this all the Church of Rome meant 
by her propitiatory Sacrifice, there is not certainly any Protestant that would oppose her in it. 

Where is that Christian, that does not by faith unite himself to his SAVIOUR in this holy 
Communion?--that does not present Him to GOD as his only Sacrifice and propitiation?--that does not 
protest that he has nothing to offer Him but JESUS CHRIST, and the merits of His death?-that 
consecrates not all his prayers by this divine offering? and, whilst be thus presents to GOD the Sacrifice 
of His SON, does not learn thereby to present also himself a lively Sacrifice, holy, and acceptable in His 
sight? 

This is, no doubt, a Sacrifice worthy a Christian, infinitely exceeding all the Sacrifices of the law; where 



the knife is the wood, the blood not shed but in a figure, nor is there any death but in representation; a 
Sacrifice so far from taking us off from that of the Cross, that it unites us the more closely to it, 
represents it to us, and derives all its virtue and efficacy from it. 

This is, if any other, truly the doctrine of the Catholic Church, and such as the Church of England has 
never refused; and except it be our doubt of the corporeal presence, Monsieur de Meaux had certainly 
reason to expect that there was nothing in this we could justly except against.--pp. 62--64. 


JOHNSON, PRESBYTER.-Propitiatory Oblation in the Holy Eucharist. [Published anonymously.] 


The impartial reader will not entertain any prejudice against this treatise for coming abroad without a 
name, if he do but consider how dangerous it is for any man openly to plead on that side of the cause, 
for which I have declared in my title-page. A very learned divine [Dr. Hickes.] has been sometimes slily 
pointed at, sometimes in words at length reproached, for being inclined to Popery, because he had 
freely declared his mind to this purpose. His adversary is not content to hint his suspicion once, or twice, 
but repeats it almost twenty times in one book, consisting of little more than two hundred pages; and I 
do not think it necessary to give opportunity to such men, to mark me out for destruction, by branding 
me with that infamous character.-p. 1. 

But the judicious reader will give me leave to observe, that the learned Bishop Taylor and the 
incomparable Mr. Mede could see no Popery in this doctrine, and those books of theirs wherein they 
expressly assert it, have maintained their reputation to as high a degree as most others written in that 

age.And that this opinion is consistent with a very extraordinary degree of zeal against the Church of 

Rome, appears by the example of Mr. Mede, who was not more remarkable for his industry in asserting 
the Christian sacrifice, than in his laborious proofs that the Church of Rome is the Anti-christian Church. 
And I think no divine has more distinguished himself on this subject, than this admirable man. 

But that I may clear not only these great men, but the doctrine itself from all just imputation of Popery, I 
shall first show the erroneous judgment of the Church of Rome as to this particular, and then lay before 
the reader that doctrine concerning the oblation in the Eucharist, which I think deserves to be embraced 
and defended by all that have any regard to antiquity, or even the institution of CHRIST JESUS himself. 

1. The Papists hold, That, in the sacrifice of the Mass, the whole CHRIST, GOD and Man, is offered up 
hypostatically to the FATHER in the Eucharist, and is to be worshipped there by men under the species 
of bread and wine. This doctrine is utterly renounced by all Protestants; by those who assert the 
Eucharistical oblation, as well as those who deny it. 

2. The Papists assert the substantial presence of CHRIST'S body and blood, under the species of bread 
and wine in the Holy Eucharist; and that the Sacrifice of the Cross and Altar are substantially the same. 
But this is peremptorily denied by those who declare for the oblation of the Eucharist in the Church of 
England. 

3. The Papists do maintain, That the sacrifice of the Mass is available for remission of sins to the dead, as 
well as to the living. And as this is not asserted by any of our Church, so it is heartily detested by the 
Author of this Treatise. 


4. The Papists have private masses, in which the Priest pretends to make the oblation without 




distributing either the Body or Blood to the people; nay, without any people attending: and they have 
many hundred such masses to one communion, and all this is expressly justified by the Council of Trent, 
Sess. xxii. c. vi., though it be contrary to Scripture, and the practice of the primitive Church, and to 
several expressions even in their own Mass Book, which suppose the people to be present. All this is 
condemned by those who defend the Eucharistical Oblation here in England. 

I need not tell the learned reader, that the opinions here renounced, are they which make the Mass a 
Sacrifice so odious in the sight of GOD, and of all well-informed Christians. On the other side it will 
appear by the following discourse, 

1. That not the divinity and human soul of CHRIST JESUS, but his Body and Blood only, are offered in the 
Eucharist. 

2. That not his substantial, but sacramental Body and Blood are there offered. 

3. That the oblation of the Eucharist is a representer of that of the Cross, and therefore can be only for 
the sins of the living; for the representer cannot have a greater efficacy than the principal. 

4. That the Eucharist is a Feast as well as a Sacrifice, and that the symbols are to be eaten and drunk, as 
well as offered to GOD; and this is what needs no other proof, hut the words of institution, "Take, eat, 
this is my body," and "Drink ye all of this." 

As what is here laid down makes a wide difference between the sacrifice of the Mass, and the primitive 
Oblation, which I am now defending; so I cannot but say, that the approbation of this doctrine is so far 
from being for the interest or service of Popery, that it may be a very proper means to bring over the 
more sensible and judicious part of the Papists to the Communion of our Church. For the Eucharistical 
oblation is so clearly to be demonstrated from the most primitive antiquity, and so well grounded on 
Scripture, that men who have senses exercised, and are capable of perusing the ancient records of 
Christianity, cannot but discern it, and are therefore averse from communion with that church, which is 
by some unwarily represented as an enemy to this doctrine.--pp. 4--6. 

I shall explain and defend this notion, 

I. By showing, that propitiation was of old made by offering other material things besides animals. 

II. I shall give some proofs from Scripture, that the Eucharist was intended to be such a propitiatory 
oblation. 

III. That the primitive Church did understand the Eucharist to be a propitiatory oblation. 

IV. And that our Church may very aptly be understood to mean the same. 

V. I shall answer the objections against this doctrine. 

I. Propitiation was of old made by other material things, as well as animals. By propitiation, I do not only 
mean pardon of sin; but in general, rendering the Divine Majesty more propitious to us.... 

1. That sin might be expiated by other material things, under the law, besides animals, appears from 
Numb. xvi. 46, 47, where Aaron at Moses's command makes an atonement for the sins of the people 
with incense only; and the table for incense is always called an altar, Exod. xl. 5. and all the parallel texts. 
Philo (De Victim, offerend.) does not only prefer the altar of incense to the altar of burnt-offering, but 



even the oblation of incense before that of bloody sacrifices.... 


2. Oblations were made, not only for the expiation of sin, but in general, to make the Divine Majesty 

more propitious_The shew-bread was a continual mincha, though renewed every week. It was to "be 

set in order before the LORD continually by an everlasting covenant, by a perpetual statute." Lev. xxiv. 8, 

9.They were to be placed before the LORD, and not before the Israelites. And further, the 

memorial was made by burning the frankincense, which was put upon them "for an offering made by 
fire unto the LORD." Lev. xxiv. 7. And it would be strange indeed, if the priests should burn incense, and 
make offerings to the people. And here I may very seasonably desire the reader to observe the use and 
nature of a "memorial." The Greeks render it here AnamnhsiV, which is the very same word that our 
SAVIOUR was pleased to use in the institution of His Supper. Whenever a mincha was offered, some part 
of it was burnt, and this part was called the "memorial," as Lev. ii. 2, 9, 16. .. .--pp. 11--13. I proceed to 
show, 

II. That the Eucharist is such a propitiatory oblation; and this will appear probable in the highest degree 
from the Scriptures of the New Testament. And here, to take away all just occasion of dispute, I declare, 
that I mean not, that the offered bread and wine have any propitiatory virtue of themselves to take 
away sin, or to confer grace. 'Tis true, all gifts and offerings are designed in a larger sense to procure the 
divine favour, to be an euwdia, an oblation of a sweet smelling savour to GOD; not only those offered 
under the law, but those Sacrifices offered by Noah, Gen. viii. 20. But the bread and wine, in the 
Sacrament, are not only a mincha, but by consecration made a representation of the great Sacrifice on 
the Cross, and on that account propitiatory in the most proper sense, and may therefore be called a 
Sacrifice, as a representative may justly be called by the name of its principal. 

1. The bread and wine in the Sacrament are an oblation. Now the solemn placing them on the holy 
table, and in vessels set apart for that only use, doth sufficiently show, that they are separated for divine 
service. Further, to "eat and drink," in a religious manner and with solemn rites, "before the LORD," is a 
phrase equivalent to the making an oblation. Thus Deut. xv. 19, 20. the Israelites are commanded "to 
eat the firstlings of the flocks and of the herds before the LORD;" and this is called, "giving," or "offering 
them to GOD," Exod. xxii. 29, 30. And perhaps no better account can be given of the elders "eating and 
drinking," when they "saw the GOD of Israel," Exod. xxiv. 10,11, than that they did solemnly eat of those 

oblations, which they had brought with them to present by Moses to their King and their GOD.And 

when 'tis said of the idolatrous Israelites, that they "eat upon the mountains," Ezek. xviii. 11. no one 
doubts but the meaning of it is, that they there made their oblations to their false gods. And since it is, I 
think, allowed on all hands, that the Eucharist is a service performed to, or before God, and is of right 
attended with a solemn eating and drinking in the Divine Presence, this, according to the notions of 
those countries in which the Eucharist was instituted, does imply it to be an oblation made to GOD. And 
further, 'tis most likely, that the bread and wine in which CHRIST first celebrated the Eucharist, had been 
actually offered in the Temple. For it has already been proved, that the Passover which our SAVIOUR 
and his Apostles had just before been eating, was a Sacrifice; and it is clear, that every sort of Sacrifice 
had a meat and drink-offering of course attending it.—pp. 14--16. 

2. Another proof, that the Eucharist is a proper oblation, we have from the prophet Malachi. . . . Mai. i. 
11. and there is no prophecy more unanimously applied to the times of the Messias by the primitive 
teachers of Christianity.—p. 16. 

2. A third argument to prove the Eucharistical oblation, is taken from the words of our Saviour, Matt. v. 
23, 24. "If thou bring thy gift to the altar," &c. 





Confiding in the strength of Mr. Mede's reasons for proving that this is an evangelical precept, I need 
not use many words to show, that our Christian oblation, or mincha, may from hence be fairly concluded 
to be intended by CHRIST JESUS himself. 

1. Our SAVIOUR supposes His disciple's bringing some material gift, or something to be offered on the 
altar, and which he could leave behind him, while lie went to be reconciled to his brother. 

2. It must denote a gift to be presented to Almighty GOD, and thereby dedicated to His service in a 
special manner; 

3. And therefore unquestionably the oblations made by Christians at the holy table; except our 
adversaries can show us any other material oblation any where else made in the primitive Christian 
Church. 

The learned reader need not be told, that Christians, in the Apostolical times, made their oblations for 
public uses every time they met for worship, and that out of these oblations the bread and wine for the 

sacrament were taken.and this is a clear demonstration that the bread and wine, among the rest of 

the gifts, were offered up to GOD, before they were consecrated for symbols of the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, and that the practice of the primitive Church is the best gloss on these words of our blessed 
SAVIOUR. 

Nay, further, we have here a clear account why the Christian oblation is by Malachi styled "a pure 
mincha," viz. because, as Mr. Mede has long ago observed, it is to be offered with purity of conscience, 
and freedom from malice, which is that singular purity, by which the Christian oblation differs from that 
of the Jews, who, as has been observed, were not prohibited to offer Sacrifices, and other gifts, though 
they were at enmity with one another.--pp. 18--23. 

II. Having proved that the Eucharistical bread and wine are an oblation to be offered upon the Christian 
altar, I proceed to show that they are a propitiatory oblation. And 

1. This will, I think, evidently follow from the very nature of an oblation presented upon the altar; unless 
our adversaries can make it appear that there ever was any Sacrifice or oblation so offered, which was 
not propitiatory. I do not say, that every Sacrifice and oblation so offered was expiatory, and had a 
power of atoning for sin; but that it was intended to procure the Divine favour, to avert evil and 
punishment, and to move the Divine Majesty to bestow such blessings as the worshipper stood in need 
of, and was therefore in all respects propitiatory, excepting that it was not expiatory; for this last quality 

was peculiar to the Sacrifices and offerings for sin, and the trespass offerings.We have the 

propitiatory nature of all Sacrifices and oblations at the altar represented to us, Ezek. xlv. 13--17. "This is 
the oblation (Heb. heave-offering) that ye shall offer... and ye shall give the sixth part of an ephah of an 
homer of barley.... And one lamb out of the flock, out of two hundred. ... for a meat offering, (Heb. a 
mincha) and for a burnt-offering, and for peace offerings, to make reconciliation (propitiation, or 
atonement, Heb. kapper) for them, saith the LORD God. All the people of the land shall give this oblation 
for the prince in Israel ... he shall prepare the sin-offering, and the meat-offering (Heb. mincha), and the 
burnt-offering, and the peace-offerings, to make reconciliation (Heb. kapper) for the house of Israel." 
More need not be said to show, that all sacrifices and oblations on the altar had a propitiatory nature. 

2. Further, If the Eucharistical elements be considered not only as an oblation, but as symbols and 
figures of CHRIST'S crucified Body and effused Blood, it will from thence appear, that they are a 
propitiatory offering. That by them "we show forth CHRIST'S death," (1 Cor. xi. 26.) the Apostle affirms; 
and if they are an oblation, as has been proved, then this oblation is directed to GOD, and shows forth 





CHRIST'S death to Him, as well as to the communicants; and if the holy Eucharist be an oblation, in 
which we show forth CHRIST'S death to GOD, then, I think, no more need be said to show, that it is a 
propitiatory oblation. 

Hitherto I have been showing, that the holy Eucharist is an oblation, whereby we do in general render 
GOD propitious to us; but I have before hinted, that there is a more ancient sense of this word 
("propitiation") whereby it especially denotes "expiation," or "atonement for sin." Now I proceed to 
show, 

3. That if the holy Eucharist, as it is an oblation of bread and wine, and as that bread and wine are types 
and symbols of CHRIST'S death, do not expiate, and atone [for] sin; yet that it does this as it is a full and 
perfect representation of the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Body and Blood. 

I here think it necessary to declare, what I mean by its being a representative; and I persuade myself 
that they of the ancients arid moderns, who have called it a "commemorative Sacrifice," did really 
intend the same thing with me; but they have not, I suppose, been rightly understood by those who 
have been of a contrary judgment. Now I rather choose the word "representative," as being known to 
denote, in our language, not only that which resembles, and puts us in mind of something else; but what 
is deputed or substituted in the stead of another, and is to us what the principal would be if it were 
present. And such a representative of CHRIST'S Body and Blood are the consecrated bread and wine in 
the Sacrament. They were instituted by CHRIST, not only to call Him and His sufferings to remembrance, 
but to be to us all that His natural Body and Blood, crucified and poured out for us, could be, if we had 
them actually lying on our altars. Nor can I conceive how the words of St. Paul can otherwise be 
understood, in their full scope and latitude, when he says, "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not 
the communion," &c. 1 Cor. x. 16. He supposes that the Body and Blood of CHRIST are communicated to 
us by the bread and wine in the holy Eucharist. He tells us, what was sacrificed is communicated to 
us--and not the effects of that Sacrifice only. And when St. Paul saith, that ignorant and profane 
communicants "do not discern the LORD'S Body" in the holy Eucharist, (1 Cor. xi. 29.) and that "they are 
guilty of" (an indignity toward) the Body and Blood of our LORD," v. 27, he surely takes it for granted, 
that the Body and Blood are actually there, whether they discern it or not.--pp. 25--28. 

'Tis universally acknowledged, that the Sacrament is a "representative" of CHRIST'S Body and Blood; but 
then, some seem to understand by that word no more than a type, a figure, or "shadow," such as the 
Passover and all the Sacrifices were, and not "the very image of the things." By the "very image," I 
understand, "true representative," by which are meant the Sacraments of the New Testament, if we 
may believe Gregory Nazianzen and Theophylact. (See Theoph. on Heb. x. 1.) Such a representative is 
every rainbow we now see of that which GOD "set in the clouds," in the time of Noah. Gen. ix. 13.... And 
though the Covenant was ratified, and unalterably established by the appearance of the first rainbow, 
yet GOD thought fit to renew this covenant frequently every year, by causing this bow to be seen in the 
clouds. So, though the evangelical covenant was effectually confirmed by CHRIST'S death on the Cross, 
yet GOD has thought fit, for the supporting our faith and hope, to have the representative Sacrifice of 
His Body and Blood often repeated, and the Gospel Covenant by this means renewed. ... I have already 
declared against the personal presence or Sacrifice of CHRIST in the Eucharistical elements. Nor do I 
suppose that the bread and wine represent His whole Person, as He is GOD and Man, but only His 
sacrificed Body and His effused Blood. His Soul was separated from the Body before the Sacrifice was 
consummated. We have in the Sacrament His Body and Blood consecrated and administered apart, 
which is a demonstration that we have not there His entire living Person_ 


Now since it appears, that the Eucharistical elements are not only types, but representatives, and that 



not only to man, but to GOD; and since they are representatives of the only truly propitiatory and 
expiatory. Sacrifice of the Cross; I suppose it clearly follows, that they also are a propitiatory and 
expiatory Sacrifice; for, otherwise, they are no true and perfect representation. But that this may more 
distinctly appear to the reader's view, I will particularly consider those texts of the New Testament 
wherein, I suppose, we have this truth clearly proved to us. 

1.1 shall make use of the words of institution; because I think that an argument drawn from them will be 
of the greatest weight; and I am persuaded that the propitiatory nature of the holy Eucharist is as plainly 
contained in those words, as any rational man can desire. When our SAVIOUR says, "This is My Body 
given for you," He must mean, given to GOD. For, to whom did CHRIST give His natural, crucified Body? 
Not to us, but for us: "He gave Himself, for us an offering, and a Sacrifice to GOD." Eph. v. 2. And if the 
bread in the Sacrament be His Body given, offered, sacrificed for us by a true and proper representation, 
then I cannot see how the consequence can be avoided; namely, that the consecrated bread and wine 
are a representative oblation, or Sacrifice of His Body and Blood; for it would be a poor representative 
indeed, if it fell short of its principal or original in the main point of all; if it represented CHRIST only as 
dead, not as sacrificed; only as crucified, not as offered to GOD for us. As sure as it is His Body, so sure it 
is, that it is His Body sacrificed for us. St. Paul, instead of "given," says, "broken for you;" 1 Cor. xi. 24. 
which can scarce, in propriety, be understood of His natural Body, "one bone of which was not broken:" 
not His natural, but His sacramental Body is broken for us; and the same body which is broken is also 
given for us; which is to me an unanswerable proof, that His representative, sacramental Body is also His 
Body offered for us. And the very same may, and must, in justice, be said of the Eucharistical wine, viz. 
that it is His blood poured out, offered for us. 

Further, it is justly observed by some, that when our SAVIOUR says, "Do this," &c. the true meaning 
most probably is, "Offer this"... 

Further, our SAVIOUR'S words are, "Do," or, "offer this" eiV thn emhn anamnhsiV, "for a memorial of 
Me," as I should rather choose to render it than "in remembrance of Me." I have before observed, that 
anamnhsiV; is a sacrificial term, and denotes that part of the bread offering which was burnt in the fire, 
where with the atonement, or propitiation was made under the law. And therefore, what can be more 
congruous than to suppose, that our SAVIOUR, when He was going to yield Himself a Sacrifice for us, 
should by these words design this institution to be a perpetual representation of this Sacrifice to His 
FATHER? For to Him all these memorials under the law were offered, and by them the oblation itself was 
rendered beneficial to the offerers.--pp. 30--35. 

Thus I have showed from the words of institution, that it is in the highest degree probable, that our 
SAVIOUR intended the holy Eucharist to be a perfect representation of His own Sacrifice to His 
FATHER.—p. 39. 


. . . The bread and wine are divinely authorised substitutes for the Body and Blood of CHRIST JESUS, and 
therefore may justly have the names and titles of their principals; and by being presented apart, they 
are clear proofs, that the Sacrifice by them represented is just now ready to be offered, and the 
propitiation to be made; CHRIST cannot be represented as actually dead, but He must be represented as 
actually sacrificed. He was not sacrificed whilst alive; that is inconsistent; but when His Blood was 
poured out, then the Sacrifice was offered; for it was the blood of Sacrifices with which the atonement 
was made; .... Therefore, the bread and wine represented Christ as just now dead, and fit to be 
offered. And it is scarce to be conceived how our SAVIOUR could have expressed Himself more clearly, 
when He says, "This is My Body given," didomenon, just now given, "for you." By this representation, 
our SAVIOUR offered Himself in effigy, as I may say, before He offered Himself on the Cross; and by this 



representation, what passed near one thousand seven hundred years ago, is set forth, and exhibited to 
us, as if it were but now done. 

There never was anything so memorable as the death of the SON of GOD. If we turn over all history, 
both sacred and profane, we shall find nothing that can justly be compared to it; there never was 
anything done so acceptable to GOD, and so beneficial to mankind; nothing that deserves so much to be 
remembered both by GOD and man. This death of His was but short; He remained in that state not 
above thirty-eight hours: but, the effects of it being so very great, the benefits so lasting, the merits so 
infinite, no wonder if He who was pleased to suffer so much for our sakes, thought fit to have the 
memory of it recorded in the most indelible manner. And how could this be better done, than by 
providing, that it should be frequently and solemnly commemorated; nor only commemorated, but 
represented; not only to man, but to GOD; not only that it might be done in the most serious and 
affecting manner, but that, by the benefits to be received from GOD by this representation, we might be 
the more encouraged still to repent, and perpetuate this representation, and to live like a people that 
have received such blessings from this Sacrifice, and expect much greater still? 

And having thus at large explained the propitiatory nature of the oblation in the holy Eucharist, I need 
not any more than hint to my reader, that this shows the purity and excellence of the Eucharistical 
oblation beyond all other whatsoever; and that this therefore is the "pure Mincha" foretold by the 
prophet Malachi, as being the most perfect representation of the Sacrifice of that "Lamb of GOD without 
spot and blemish, that takes away the sins of the world."--pp. 44, 45. 

II. I now proceed to the second argument from Scripture, whereby I shall prove, as I have in my last, that 
the holy Eucharist is a full representation of the Sacrifice on the Cross, and therefore propitiatory. 

The Apostle expressly says, "We have an altar, from which they have no right to eat, who serve the 
tabernacle," Heb. xiii. 10. From which words, with those going before and after, I shall prove these three 
things: 

1. That it is an oral eating that the Apostle here speaks of. 

2. That the oblation here understood, is, that of the Body and Blood of CHRIST in the Eucharist. 

3. And that consequently, by the "altar," he means the Communion table. 

1. That it is an oral eating that the Apostle here speaks of, will appear, both from what goes before, and 
what follows. In the foregoing verse the Apostle had said, "It is a good thing that the heart be 
strengthened," or, "refreshed with grace," that is, with evangelical mercies and blessings, "not with" 
such "meats" as the Jews used to eat in their festivals, and their peace offerings, which had "not profited 
them that had been occupied therein," so as to purge their consciences from dead works. These meats 
were without question orally eaten; to these meats he opposes what Christians receive from their altar; 
for the Apostle seems to speak, as if he would not have the Jews think that they were the only people 
whom GOD feeds from His altar. "We also," says he, "have an altar," and what we receive from thence is 
such as cannot be eaten "by those who serve the tabernacle." The least that can be said of this sense, is, 
that the Apostle's connexion will by this means be most apparent, and his arguing most apposite. But 
the following words make this more clear still, in which he proves what he had here laid down, viz. that 
neither priest nor people, so long as they served the Jewish tabernacle or temple, had any right to eat 
from the Christian altar. "For," says he, "the bodies of those beasts, whose blood is brought into the 
sanctuary, are burnt without the camp," and, therefore, could not possibly be eaten orally by those who 
were in the temple or tabernacle; and he proves that our SAVIOUR'S was such a Sacrifice, because He 



"suffered without the gate." v. 12. Now this does apparently prove, that the Jewish priests and people 
could not orally eat from off the Christian altar, upon supposition we have there a Sacrifice for sin, 
"whose blood has been carried into the sanctuary;" but it does not prove that they might not eat of the 
Christian Sacrifice in a spiritual manner; for they might by faith eat even of those sin-offerings whose 
bodies were burnt; that is, they might sincerely believe, that the blood of the Sacrifice made an 
atonement for their sin: so that I think it very evident that the Apostle here cannot be understood of 
spiritual manducation; and he that is of that opinion, let him reduce the Apostle's argument into mood 
and figure, and he will see his own error; nay, let him but put "cross" for "altar," and see what sense he 
makes of the Apostle's words; "We have a cross from which they have no right to eat," &c... 

2. And if the Apostle speak of eating orally, then it will easily be granted, that the Sacrifice here 
understood must be the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of CHRIST in the Eucharist; for we have no other 
which can be so eaten.... 

3. That by the "altar" here mentioned, the Apostle means the Communion Table. . . . The preposition ex 
or ek may signify "at" or "off from." ... When the Apostle says, "They who eat the Sacrifices, are 
partakers of the altar," by "altar" he cannot mean the Sacrifice, for then the sense of those words must 
be, He that eats the Sacrifice, eats the Sacrifice. But the plain meaning is, that "he who religiously eats 
the Sacrifice, is a guest of the altar;" though he do not sit or stand at the altar, as at a table. By parity of 

reason, in this place, "to eat of," or "from the altar," is "to be a guest at the altar.".The Sacrifice of the 

Cross cannot be meant in this place; because that was a Sacrifice without an altar, and therefore could 
not in all probability be intended by the word "altar." In a word, I think one of the best rules for 
understanding Scripture, is never to depart from the common literal sense of the words, unless for some 
violent reason indeed; but here I can see no reason at all. The question is, What is the common meaning 
of the word "altar," when used by Christians in relation to the Christian Church? And here all antiquity, 
from CHRIST JESUS Himself down to the present age, does unanimously affirm, that the most usual and 
received signification of that word in relation to the Christian Church, is that of a Communion Table; this, 
therefore, must be the meaning of it here as well as elsewhere, unless some inconsistence, or absurdity 
do from thence follow; but when that sense fits this place better than any other, as has been showed, 
we cannot depart from it but that we must, at the same time, take the liberty of fixing such signification 
to words as best fits our present terms, without any regard to truth, or the intention of the writer. And 
since all do and must agree, that either the oblation of CHRIST on the Cross, or of His Body and Blood in 
the holy Eucharist, must be here alluded to; 'tis left to the reader to determine, whether it be not most 
reasonable to understand it of the latter, since 'tis an oral manducation is here spoken of, and 
consequently the oblation must be such an one as is capable of being orally eaten; especially, since 'tis 
an oblation, or Sacrifice on an altar, and the most received signification of the word "altar," determines 
us to take it for the holy Table, on which this mystery is performed; and if the representative Sacrifice of 
CHRIST'S Body and Blood be here meant, there is, I suppose, no occasion for me to repeat my former 
arguments, whereby to prove that it is propitiatory.--pp. 45--50. 

But before I pass to my third argument, I shall endeavour to wipe off those exceptions of our doctor 
against giving the name "altar" to the Communion table,--I mean, in a strict and proper sense. If it could 
not be proved that the holy Table on which we perform our mysteries, was ever called an Altar in 
Scripture, or antiquity, yet the holy Eucharist might be a proper oblation; for the board on which the 
shew-bread was placed, is never called an altar, always a "table;" yet it is certain, the "memorial" of the 
shew-bread offered upon that table, was as proper an oblation as any other; 'tis expressly called "an 
offering made by fire unto the LORD," Lev. xxiv. 7. But the Communion board is never called simply a 
"table," or "holy table" in the Scripture; but "the LORD'S table," or (which is the same thing) an 
"altar."-p. 51. 




. . . The books of Ezekiel and Malachi are the only books in which we meet with this expression, "the 
table of the LORD," "the table of God;" and they, by this phrase, do, beyond all reasonable doubt, mean 
an altar. And from hence I form my 

3rd Argument for the propitiatory oblation in the holy Eucharist, which proceeds thus. If the holy Board, 
on which the sacred mysteries are performed, be on that account an altar, then the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST there represented are an oblation; but the holy board on which these mysteries are performed 
is an altar, and therefore the representative Body and Blood of CHRIST must be an oblation; and if an 
oblation, then certainly propitiatory and expiatory, because the principal was so in the most perfect 
manner. Now that the holy board is an altar on account of the representation there made, appears from 
those words of St. Paul, "Ye cannot be partakers of the table of the LORD, and the table of devils," 1 Cor. 
x. 21. For it has already been shewed that by "the LORD'S table," or "God's table," we are always to 
understand an altar; for no other utensil, or thing, has that name given it in the holy Scripture; and we 
are to take the meaning of words in the Bible, not from our fancies, or from vulgar prejudices, but from 
the Bible itself; and since we find it has no other signification in any other place in the Old Testament, 
we must be extremely partial indeed, if we allow it any other in the New.--p. 56. 

III. I proceed to show, That the primitive church did thus understand the Scriptures, and believe the holy 
Eucharist to be a propitiatory oblation.-p. 57. 

1. The citations from antiquity which Mr. Mede gives us, do to a demonstration prove, that the primitive 
Church believed the bread and wine to be an oblation made to ALMIGHTY GOD.-p. 59. 

2. I proceed to show, That they thought the Eucharist a propitiatory oblation; and to show that the 
ancient Liturgies give their evidence to this truth, I shall mention the Clementive, in which after the last 
words before cited, viz. "We beseech Thee look graciously on these gifts laid before Thee," it presently 
adds "and be Thou well pleased with them for the honour of Thy CHRIST, . . . that so they who are 
partakers hereof, may be established in piety," &c. This is a form of full propitiation in behalf of the 

receivers: the remainder of the prayer is a propitiation for the Church, and all orders of men.And it is 

owned, that all the ancient Liturgies have forms to this effect, though not in the same words: and it was 
for this reason, that the ancient Church used the Eucharist upon all extraordinary occasions, upon a 
marriage, or a death, I mean, just on the decease of any Christian, and upon any great calamity or 
affliction, it being supposed to be a proper means to avert the wrath of GOD, and conciliate His favour; 
and indeed to what other intent or purpose should it be offered to the Divine Majesty?--pp. 67, 8. 

IV. I proceed to show, that our Church may very aptly be understood to mean the same. And, 

1. I can see no reason to doubt, but that as the Bread and Wine are by the Rubric ordered to be placed 
on the table, just before the Prayer "for the whole state of CHRIST'S Church," so those words, "accept 
our oblations," are to be referred to the Bread and Wine just before placed on the table. And what 
confirms me in this opinion, is, that the Rubric and those words were inserted at the same time, and by 
the same hands; there was no Rubric ordering the Bread and Wine to be so placed, before the 
Restoration, and before that time there was no such word as "oblation" in the following Prayer; before 
that time the words were only these, "to accept our alms, and to receive our prayers." And lest any one 
should apply the word "oblations" to the offerings due to the minister, the Rubric relating to these 
offerings, which formerly stood just before this Prayer, is now put after the whole Communion Office. It 
is well known that the writings of Mr. Mede were greatly admired by most of our Clergy at the time of 
the Restoration; and he had publicly declared his judgment, that our Liturgy was defective in this 
particular, and many great men had shown themselves of the same mind, and therefore we might justly 




wonder if, upon a review of the Liturgy, nothing had been done to supply this defect. All this considered, 
I think it is in the highest degree probable, that by "oblations" there, we are to understand the bread 
and wine. And I think no one can reasonably doubt, but that they who added "oblations" in the Prayer 
'for the whole state of CHRIST'S Church," and the Rubric immediately going before, had the very words 
of Mr. Mede in their eye.--pp. 82, 3. 

Some think that the oblation of the Eucharistical Bread is lessened by being placed after that of the 
alms-money; whereas, if they be looked upon as several oblations, I rather suppose that the climax rises 
than falls; I mean, that we proceed upwards, first offer the alms, next the Eucharistical elements, and 
last of all exhibit them to GOD, as representatives of the great Sacrifice; and indeed the thing speaks for 
itself, we must begin with the lowest, because we end with the highest.--pp. 84, 5. 

There are two considerable points determined by this Rubric, which before were uncertain, viz. 

1. Who shall place the Bread and Wine on the holy Table? And this office is assigned to the Priest; and 
why to the Priest, unless it were to show that the placing them there was a very solemn action, not to be 
performed by any common person? And I suppose there can no reason be given, why this should be 
done by the priest, rather than any one else, but only this, that he is the only person authorized to 
tender an oblation to the ALMIGHTY. 

2. The other point determined by this Rubric, is, when the elements shall be there placed? And that is, 
when he "humbly presents the alms;" and, therefore, to be offered together with them. . . . The Bread 
and Wine were ordered to be provided by an old Rubric, and sure neither Priest nor clerk need be told, 
that when there is a communion, Bread and Wine must be placed on the Holy Table: but the question 
was, when, and by whom? and upon this much depended; and these questions are answered by this 
Rubric in favour of the Christian oblation. 

And after all, if this Rubric be not so express, in words at length, as some honest men might desire, yet it 
is sufficient that there is enough said, as to the first oblation, to justify any man that doth take these 
words as an actual tendering and presenting the elements to GOD. They who reviewed the Liturgy had 
reason to be on the reserve, considering how many they had to please, how many severe critical eyes 
were to censure it, before it could be established by a national authority. And for this reason they did 
not go so far as Mr. Mede desired; for he, after the words just before cited, would have "the 
congregation stand up, and show some sign of due and lowly reverence," while the minister offered the 
elements. The adding of a new ceremony, in which the people were to be concerned, was not thought 
advisable at that season. 

2. Afterwards, all, or part of this Bread and Wine, thus offered, is by the Priest, in the words, and by the 
authority of CHRIST JESUS, declared to be His Body given or sacrificed, His Blood shed for our sins. 

And here we have another question of moment determined in favour of the "propitiatory oblation." For 
one main matter of dispute under this head, is whether the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S death is represented to 
GOD, or whether only to the people? and the Consecration Prayer clearly decides this dispute; for no 
one can doubt whether that Prayer be directed to GOD: and the words of institution are by our Church 
made a part of that Prayer, and therefore, to a demonstration, directed to GOD, as well as the rest of 
that Prayer: and to what end do we represent the Sacrifice of CHRIST to GOD, if not in order to procure 
from GOD the effects and purchase of that Sacrifice? And if this representation of a Sacrifice be made to 
GOD, and in order to obtain these blessings, then I need add no more words to prove it a "propitiatory 
oblation." 



3. Another argument may be drawn from those solemn words of propitiation, in behalf of every single 
communicant, "The Body of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, which was given for thee, preserve thy body and 
soul to eternal life;" and the same is said mutatis mutandis, at the delivery of the cup: and how can this 
Body and Blood preserve us to eternal life, but by preserving us from sin and punishment, from guilt, 
and from falling under temptations? So that no words can be more propitiatory; and it is to be observed, 
that, while they are spoken, the Minister is holding the consecrated elements in his hand, tendering 
them at the same time to GOD, and to the communicants.--pp. 86--88. 

After all have communicated, it is presumed by the Rubric that some of the consecrated "elements 
remain," which the priest is commanded "reverently" to "place" on the table, and, after the LORD'S 
Prayer, to say that which in the Scotch Liturgy is placed between the consecration and administration, 
and I think may properly be called the Prayer of Oblation; in which GOD is desired "mercifully to accept 
this our Sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving;" which words, as they may be understood of the whole 
service, so they may likewise be referred to the Eucharistical elements, part of which, as was observed, 
are supposed still to remain and stand on the table. As for my part, I cannot but take "this Sacrifice of 
praise and thanksgiving" in its most proper sense, in congruity with ancient Liturgies, to denote the 

symbols of CHRIST'S Body and Blood.And it is by virtue, and in confidence of this Sacrifice, that we 

proceed to intercede, that not only we, but the "whole Church may receive remission of sins, and all 
other benefits of His Passion," "by the merits and death" of CHRIST JESUS, "and through faith in His 
Blood" represented by the consecrated cup_ 

On the other side, I dare not say that every one of these expressions must of necessity be taken in the 
sense here suggested, or that it was the intention of the Church to make the belief of the material 
Sacrifice in the holy Eucharist, a necessary term of communion: it is not absolutely required, that the 
prayer last mentioned should be used by any; for the following, in which there are no such expressions, 
may be used in its stead. All that I plead for is, that the doctrine here laid down, is agreeable enough to 
our present forms of celebrating the holy Eucharist, and that they ought the rather so to be understood, 
in conformity to the primitive church, and, as I truly think, to the Scripture itself; and if we thus 
understand our Liturgy, there will be no occasion for any of our people to run to the Church of Rome to 

have this defect supplier.The doctrine of the Christian Sacrifice had been so horribly abused by the 

Papists, that our Church chose to be very sparing and cautious in inserting anything into her Liturgy, that 
might be improved to any superstitious notions or practices, and only left so much as to show, that she 
did not renounce the primitive, pious notion of the Christian Sacrifice. It is true she has wholly laid aside 
those words, to be met with in all the ancient Offices, "commemorating we offer;" but the Church, (if I 
understand her rightly,) offers the bread and wine in express terms; and though the word "offer" is not 
expressly applied to the Bread and Wine after consecration; yet I suppose none will dispute but that an 
oblation may be made by implication, without using the words, "offer" and "oblation."--pp. 89--91. 

And now the old question, cui bono, may be justly asked; to what end or purpose is so much zeal and 
warmth shown on both sides to persuade the world, that the holy Eucharist is, or is not, a real oblation, 
or, as others choose to speak, a Sacrifice? And, 

1. It cannot in justice be said, that the only end, which the assertors of the Eucharistical oblation 
propose to themselves, is to make the superior officers of CHRIST'S Church "priests" in the common 
acceptation of the word. It does not appear that Mr. Mede, who is, after all, the greatest patron of that 
doctrine, had any such design in his view; nor was there any great occasion for him to labour in that 
point, in the age when he wrote, the distinction between Clergy and Laity, or, at least, of ministers and 
people, being a thing then not disputed: nay, it is evident, that not only Bishop Bull had printed his 
answer to Monsieur Meaux, but Dr. Hickes had wrote, though not published, his letter on this subject. 





before ever the Christian priesthood had been assaulted in that furious manner it has since been. 

2. But I shall show, that this consideration of the Sacrament's being an oblation, or representative 
Sacrifice, does give more life and lustre to it in relation to the people. And, 

1. Let the reader judge, whether that be a more lively commemoration of CHRIST'S death, which is 
supposed to be a bare type and resemblance of it, as the Passover, and other Sacrifices under the Law, 
were; or that which is not only so, but a perfect representation of His Sacrifice, and, to all intents and 
purposes, as effectual to our good, as if JESUS CHRIST had been crucified before our eyes, and as if we 
had His very Body and Blood to present to the FATHER, in order to avert His indignation against our sins, 
and to atone for them. Mere types and shadows are cold, lifeless things; whereas perfect 
representatives do more raise our affections, and leave deeper impressions on our memories, and a 
perfect representative it cannot be, except it be an oblation; therefore, says Theophylact on Heb. x. 1. 
"We make a memorial of this oblation, as if it were now performed." 

2. I suppose it will not bear a dispute, whether our faith and confidence in the merits of CHRIST'S death 
be more invigorated and confirmed by a bare remembrance, a solemn calling it to mind, or by having 
the oblation, by which He purchased these blessings, put into our hands and mouths... 

3. And I believe there is nothing that can more inflame and exalt the devotion of a sincere Christian, 
than to think and believe, that when he is praying at GOD'S altar, and receiving the holy Eucharist, he 
has the price of his redemption in his hand, or lying before his eyes. He is emboldened to do somewhat 
more than pray, even humbly to claim those spiritual blessings he stands in need of; for the soul of every 
pious and judicious communicant, is hereby not only assured of pardon and grace, and a happy 
resurrection, and of whatever CHRIST has purchased for us, but is delighted to see and perceive by what 
means these blessings are obtained and conveyed to us; when the Sacrifice with which those blessings 
were purchased, is now representatively renewed, and when he can plead for all necessary supplies for 
his soul by that Sacrifice now visibly exhibited, to which nothing can be denied. And I believe, all that 
have experienced how the improvement of this truth of the oblation of the holy Eucharist does 
encourage and provoke their faith, hope, and devotion, will never permit themselves to be rifled of such 
a treasure, by the vain disputers of this world.--pp. 98--101. 

But from the whole the reader may see what reason we have to express and publish our zeal for the 
Eucharistical oblation; because it does so much illustrate the beneficial nature of the ordinance itself. 
Nay, it is a great honour done to CHRIST, frequently to represent to GOD, as well as man, what we 
believe to be the most wonderful and engaging favour that ever was, or could be performed for us. It is 
further the greatest honour we can do to GOD the FATHER, to present to Him the most valuable 
oblation that we can give, or He receive,... an oblation which can be offered no where but in the Church 
of CHRIST; the benefits whereof no people are capable of but His disciples; which can be offered by 
none, but by the officers commissioned by Him: it is the only oblation, which is of greater value than 
ourselves; of which, therefore, to deprive the Church of GOD, would be the greatest sacrilege; and for 
men, by false glosses on the Scripture, to rob themselves of it, is a great injury done to their own souls; 
and I pray GOD give the reader such a sense of this truth as I am under, while I defend it; and GOD grant 
us all clear understandings, impartial judgments, and a truly primitive spirit, that we may follow the old 
apostolical paths.--pp. 107, 8. 


ID.--Unbloody Sacrifice. 



Sacrifice is, 1, some material thing, either animate or inanimate, offered to GOD; 2, for the 
acknowledging the dominion, and other attributes of GOD, or for procuring divine blessings, especially 
remission of sin; 3, upon a proper altar, (which yet is rather necessary for the external decorum, than 
the internal perfection of the Sacrifice); 4, by a proper officer, and with agreeable rites; 5, and consumed 
in such a manner, as the author of the Sacrifice has appointed.--pp. 4, 5. 

In order to prove the Eucharist a proper Sacrifice, I am .... first to show, that material things were 
actually offered to GOD in the Eucharist by the primitive Church, and by CHRIST JESUS Himself. But 
before I undertake this, I shall first, by way of prevention, dispute one pass with our adversaries; and it is 
the main evasion they have, when they feel themselves closely pressed with our arguments; I mean, 
that the Sacrifice of the Eucharist is frequently called by the ancients an "unbloody," "rational," 
"spiritual" Sacrifice. And when they find any of these epithets given to the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, they 
from thence conclude that it was by the ancients meant to be a mere mental, figurative Sacrifice. Now 
once for all to silence this pretence, .... I shall beforehand show, that the ancients were so far from 
thinking it was inconsistent with a true material Sacrifice, to be "unbloody," "rational," or "spiritual," 
that they do often in the same sentence express, or imply, the Sacrifice of the Eucharist to be material, 
and yet unbloody, rational, or spiritual—p. 19. 

1. As to the word "unbloody," it generally denotes some material thing, according to the best of my 
judgment and information. However, that it does so, when applied to the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, take 
these following instances. St. Cyril of Alexandria says--"The table which had the shew-bread denotes the 

unbloody Sacrifice of the bread or loaves." .... St. Chrysostom . St. Gregory Nazianzen . St. 

Athanasius.Eusebius.So that I take for granted, that by the "unbloody Sacrifice" is always meant 

the Sacrifice of the sacramental bread and wine, in all ancient monuments of Christianity; and, 
consequently, that when "rational" or "spiritual" go along with "unbloody," the same materials are 
thereby meant; and indeed, in some particular places, there are other concomitant words, which shew 
that bread and wine are meant; as, in the Apostolical Constitutions, "Instead of bloody Sacrifices, CHRIST 
enjoined the rational, unbloody Sacrifice of His Body and Blood;" for where is CHRIST'S Blood sacrificed 
in an unbloody way, but in the Eucharistical chalice?--pp. 20--22. 

2. As for the word "rational," when applied to the Eucharistic Sacrifice, that it does not only denote 
some act of our reason or understanding, sufficiently appears by this, that the Sacramentary of Gregory 
and other Latin Liturgies instruct the priest to pray to GOD, that he would "render it a rational 
acceptable Sacrifice, and make it the Body and Blood of CHRIST;" which can be understood of nothing, 
but the material bread and wine; for of nothing else can it be said or expected, that it should become 
the Body and Blood.--pp. 24. 

3. It may seem very strange to some moderns, to be told, that the ancients looked upon the oblation of 
a material thing, when performed according to the laws of CHRIST and the Church, to be a "spiritual" 
oblation; yet certainly such were their 'thoughts, such were their words. St. James's Liturgy, in the 
Prothesis, teaches the priest to say, "I am not worthy to hold up my eyes toward this spiritual table.".... 
The priest, when he presents the elements on the altar, is by the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom directed to 
say, "Enable us to offer the gifts and spiritual Sacrifices for our own sins, and for the errors of the 
people."... 

Nay, it is further observable, that the ancients did not only assert the bread and wine in the Eucharist to 
have been rational and spiritual Sacrifices; but Theodoret expressly says, "We find Melchisedek offering 







to GOD not irrational Sacrifice, but bread and wine; and St. Hierom says, "Irrational Sacrifices are no 
longer to be offered, but bread and wine, that is, the Body and Blood of CHRIST." Eusebius Caesariensis, 
"Melchisedek never appears to have offered corporeal Sacrifices, but blessed Abraham with bread and 
wine." Eusebius, and St. Hierom, and Theodoret, certainly understood the language of the Primitive 
Church, equally at least to any now living; and they were so far from thinking that a Sacrifice of bread 
and wine might not be a spiritual Sacrifice, that they do very clearly and roundly deny, that such 
Sacrifices are irrational and corporeal. 

It is evident, that St. Paul uses the same language; for he speaks of a "spiritual body," 1 Cor. xv. and in 
the same chapter calls the entire Person of CHRIST JESUS, "a quickening spirit," ver. 45.--pp. 24--26. 

I suppose there is no occasion for me particularly to prove, that the Fathers believed, that Melchisedec 
offered bread and wine, and that in so doing he was a type of CHRIST, by producing the several passages 

wherein they express these sentiments.And what I am chiefly concerned to prove is, that they who 

believed that Melchisedek offered bread and wine, and that in so doing he was a type of CHRIST, must 
believe that CHRIST also did offer those materials, nay, that they who believed that such an oblation 
was, and ought to be made in the Christian Church, must believe also, that CHRIST in the institution did 
make this oblation: for it cannot, in common sense and charity, be believed, that they thought any thing 
was, or ought to be done in the Eucharist by the Church, but what our SAVIOUR did when He founded it; 

and, indeed, several of them do express their sentiments to this purpose.But, to put the point 

beyond dispute, I shall further lay before my reader the express affirmations of the ancients to this 
purpose; namely, that our SAVIOUR did, in the original Eucharist, offer His Body and Blood in the 

symbols of bread and wine. Theodoret .... St Chrysostom .... St. Austin. St. Hierom. St. Gregory 

Nyssen_Eusebius.--pp. 51. 62-65. 


The sense of what these Fathers teach us is, that CHRIST entered upon His priestly office in the 
Eucharist; that there He began the one oblation; there He offered Himself in a spiritual mystical manner, 

as He afterwards did corporally upon the Cross.These two parts of the oblation were but one 

continued solemnity; nay, we add, that the Ascension of CHRIST into heaven many days after, was but 
the finishing of this one oblation. The distinguishing the oblation in the Eucharist from that on the Cross, 
and that afterwards performed in heaven, is really a confounding or obscuring the whole mystery, and 
rendering it perplexed and intricate. We ought no more to reckon them two or three several oblations, 
than we would say an animal was three several Sacrifices, because it was first immolated, then slain, 
afterwards burned, and the blood of it ritually sprinkled. Any one of these actions may be called an 
oblation; and the animal, by having any one of these actions passed upon it, was rightly called a 
Sacrifice; and yet the whole process was really but one and the same Sacrifice.-pp. 71, 2. 

We have the express words of CHRIST JESUS Himself, recorded by St. Matthew, St. Mark, St. Luke, and 
St. Paul, fully attesting this great truth; namely, that He did in the institution of this Sacrament, actually 
offer bread and wine to GOD, as His mysterious Body and Blood; and that He commanded His Apostles 
to do the same. 

(1.) I will shew that these words, "This is my Body given for you, this is my Blood shed for you," do prove, 
that CHRIST gave or offered the bread and wine to GOD, as His mysterious Body and Blood. And (2.) that 
He commanded His Apostles to do the same. 

Now, in order to prove the first point, I take it for granted that when our SAVIOUR says, "This is my Body 
given," by "given" He means "offered," or sacrificed to GOD. This is a thing very plain in itself, and is, 
nay, must be, acknowledged by all; when He said, "Take, eat," He gave His sacramental Body to His 






disciples; when He adds, "given for you," He must mean given, or offered in Sacrifice to GOD for them. 
The giving His Body to His Apostles, and giving it for them, are two things perfectly distinct; His putting it 
into their hands or mouths, was not giving His Body for them; this was an action performed to the 
Apostles; His giving, or offering it for them, was an action directed to GOD: which, as it is very plain in 
itself, so is it expressly taught us by St. Paul; "for CHRIST," says he, "has given Himself for us, an offering 
and Sacrifice to GOD," Eph. v. 2. And if we duly consider this particular, which can be denied by none 
that do not want common sense and judgment, the rest inevitably follows. 

I take it for certain and indisputable, that the Body here spoken of, was now actually given, yielded, 
offered to GOD by our SAVIOUR, as a priest according to the order of Melchisedek. The three Evangelists 
before mentioned, and St. Paul, do every one of them speak in the present tense, didomenon, Luke xxii. 
19. klwmenon, 1 Cor. xi. 24. ekcunomenon, Matt. xxvi. 28. Mark xiv. 24. Luke xxii. 20. The Spirit by which 
they wrote, directed them all with an unanimous harmony to represent our SAVIOUR as now performing 
the most solemn act of His Melchisedechian priesthood; and, therefore, as offering His Body and Blood 
to GOD, under the symbols of bread and wine. It is well known by all that are not perfect strangers to 
the Hebrew and Hellenistic diction, that the strongest and most strict way they have of expressing the 
time present, is by a participle of that tense; this way of expressing Himself our SAVIOUR uses, and all 
the four holy writers who give us the history of the institution, do agree in using this present participle; 
and do, therefore, most gloriously conspire to teach us this truth, that our SAVIOUR did now actually 
offer Himself to GOD, under the representations of bread broken, and wine poured out. . . . Tis 
therefore preposterous to tell us, that by "is" we are to understand "shall be." Nor have our adversaries 
any pretence for giving so unnatural a sense to these words: they tell you, it is the present tense for the 
future; and if you ask upon what grounds this is said, they have nothing to reply but this; viz. that 
CHRIST'S Body was not in any sense given or offered to GOD, till it was crucified, which is to take that for 
granted, which, my reader sees, was denied by the ancient fathers. What if some few MSS. and the old 
Italic translation, and St. Cyprian, and the translator of Irenaeus, and the canon of the Mass in the 
Church of Rome say, "shall be given," "shall be shed?" Those can be of no weight when laid in the scale 
against the concurrent authority of most and the best of the Greek books. Nor does the Scripture give 
any countenance to our adversaries, while they would persuade us that CHRIST'S oblation was 
performed on the Cross only. 

It seems clear to me, that the one personal oblation performed by our SAVIOUR Himself, is not to be 
confined to any one instant of time; but commenced with the Paschal solemnity, and was finished at His 
Ascension into Heaven there to appear in the presence of GOD for us. And if our adversaries will restrain 
the oblation to the Cross alone, then they must exclude CHRIST'S sacerdotal entry into Heaven, as the 
holy of holies, and say that the oblation was finished before the blood of the Sacrifice was brought into 
the most holy place and there offered; contrary to what the Apostle teaches us, Heb. ix. 7; and, 
therefore, few, I suppose, will presume thus far. And if it was consistent with the one oblation to be 
made in the holy of holies, as well as on the altar; in Heaven, as well as on the Cross; then I cannot 
conceive, why the oblation made in the Eucharist should make the oblation cease to be one, any more 
than the double offering it, on the Cross and in the holy of holies, already mentioned- 

If it could be proved, that our SAVIOUR offered Himself on the Cross only, it would from thence follow, 
that, in this one oblation. He did not at all act as a priest according to the order of Melchisedec. For 
Melchisedec, as the ancients observe, is never reported to have offered a bloody Sacrifice; if he offered 
any, (which will not admit of a dispute,) it was a Sacrifice of bread and wine, as a prefiguration of the 
grand Sacrifice. And if, therefore, our SAVIOUR did ever make an oblation according to the order of 
Melchisedec, He must have done it in the same materials, and, therefore, in the Eucharist. And from this 
my reader will observe, how much more agreeable the notions of the Fathers were, who believed that 




CHRIST blessed the spiritual progeny of Abraham, as Melchisedec did the Father of the faithful, by an 
oblation of bread and wine, than the notions of those who must assert, if they will discourse 
consistently with their own hypothesis, that, though our SAVIOUR was a priest according to the order of 
Melchisedec, yet in the main point of the priestly office, that is. Sacrifice, there was no correspondence 
between them. In a word, it is agreed, that Melchisedec typified the priesthood of CHRIST in blessing 
Abraham, and that the foundation of all the blessings conferred on Abraham, and his spiritual posterity, 
was the mactation of CHRIST'S natural Body. It is evident, that the way of deriving the merits of CHRIST 
to particular persons, or imparting benedictions to them, has always been by Sacrifice. It is clear that 
Melchisedec's priesthood was a sacrificing priesthood; but there is no probability, that he offered bloody 
Sacrifices, but bread and wine only; and that, therefore, in such a Sacrifice he imparted a benediction to 
Abraham; and by consequence, that our SAVIOUR, as a priest of the same order, did intend to confer 
benedictions to the people, as Melchisedec did to Abraham; and, therefore, performed the sacerdotal 
oblation in bread and wine. And here, as has been proved, we have the judgment of the ancients with 
us; who do generally assert, that CHRIST did offer bread and wine in the Eucharist, and offered them as 
a Melchisedechian priest, and as symbols of His Body and Blood; and that in, and by these symbols, He 
did mysteriously devote His natural Body to suffer according to the will of GOD; and this is a certain 
proof, that the Fathers took "given," not only as expressing, but as meaning and intending the time then 
present. Let the Papists then go on with their dabitur and effundetur, "shall be given," "shall be shed"; 
and it fits their notion well enough, who believe that the same Body and Blood was substantially offered 
in the Eucharist and on the Cross; but let Protestants stick close to the Primitive Church, and to the 
Evangelists, and to CHRIST JESUS Himself; who undoubtedly declared, that, in that very instant of time in 
which He celebrated the original Eucharist, He did at once offer, or give to GOD bread and wine, and 
gave them as a pledge and earnest of the natural Body and Blood, which was soon after yielded to GOD 
on the Cross.--pp. 85--90. 

Thus the reader may see, that the main stress of the dispute lies in effect in this single question, 
whether our SAVIOUR did offer His Body and Blood in the Eucharist; to which our SAVIOUR'S express 
answer is, "This bread is My Body now given for you"--"This wine is My Blood now shed for you." Our 
adversaries, to shift off this, tell us our SAVIOUR, used one tense, but meant another; He said "is given," 
He meant, "shall be given:" and further, they will not allow the word "given" to be applied to His 
sacramental Body, though every word in the sentence, excepting that, is by them acknowledged to 
belong to that Body. Now this is perfectly precarious and evasive; and because our adversaries will not 
be convinced with the most plain, natural, obvious construction of the words, we have no means left us 
hut to refer our cause to the arbitration of the most competent, disinterested, and uncorrupted judges, 
the primitive Fathers and Councils, and the earliest Liturgies that are now in being; and they do 
unanimously, whenever they have occasion to speak of this matter, pronounce in favour of us; and I am 
bold to say, that none of them ever said the contrary. They say, indeed, that they have no such Sacrifices 
as the Jews and Heathen had, offered by blood and fire; but those very Fathers do upon occasion assert 
the unbloody Sacrifice; and if this be not sufficient to establish this doctrine in the opinion of all equal 
judges, we know not what will.--pp. 93, 4. 

Whatever CHRIST did Himself, the same He commanded us to do. If, therefore, He offered His own 
Sacramental Body and Blood in the Eucharist, He has positively commanded us to do the same; and we 
are without excuse, if we do wilfully and designedly omit it. Having, therefore, before showed, that 
CHRIST did here make an oblation, it inevitably follows, that we must do so too; taking these words, "Do 
this in remembrance of Me," in the sense which our adversaries themselves put upon them: but we 
affirm further, that the word poiein, when joined with a noun that signifies any thing proper to be 
offered to GOD, does very often signify to "offer," or present to the Divine Majesty, by way of Sacrifice. 



Dr. Hickes, in his "Christian Priesthood," has produced a very great number of proofs to this purpose,.... 
and when our SAVIOUR says of the cup, touto poieite osakiV an pinhte, it cannot in strictness be 
otherwise rendered than, "Offer this as oft as ye drink it."--p. 94. 

Thus, I conceive, I have fully established the doctrine of the Sacrifice, not only from the monuments of 

the Primitive Church, but from the words of CHRIST JESUS Himself. And I must continue of this 

opinion, till I am convinced by some direct evidence from Scripture, that CHRIST did at any other time or 
place here on earth, perform any sacerdotal act of oblation. That CHRIST'S Body was substantially 
sacrificed on the Cross, must be acknowledged by all; but by "sacrificed on the Cross," we must then 
mean, that He was slain as an expiatory victim, and not that He offered Himself as a Melchisedechian 
Priest: for He declares, that He did this in the Eucharist, "For this," says He, "is My Body given" to GOD 
"for you." 

And though we ought in every Eucharist to do what CHRIST did, yet we are not to do it in all respects, 
with the same ends and designs that He did. The chief end, or primary intention, which CHRIST seems to 
have had in the celebration of the first Eucharist, was to devote and resign Himself up to GOD, as a 
Sacrifice for the life of the world, and to institute a perpetual commemoration of it; but we do neither 
the one nor the other. We do not offer the Body of CHRIST in order to its being crucified; but as a 
memorial of its having been thus devoted to crucifixion or mactation, now long since past. We do not 
institute either a Sacrament or a Sacrifice; but put in practice the institution made so many hundred 
years since by CHRIST Himself.-p. 328. 

And thus I have beyond all just contradiction proved, that JESUS performed the office of a Sacrificing 
Priest, when He first instituted the holy Communion, and that He, at the same time, ordained His 
Apostles and their successors to succeed Him in that sacred office; and, whether Melchisedek's 
priesthood were a type of CHRIST'S, in offering bread and wine, or not, (of which, I believe, few impartial 
readers will doubt) yet that, in thus offering a real Sacrifice, He fulfilled the prefiguration of the 
pontifical Sacrifice offered under the law, and that He intended the latter, as well as the former, to be a 
perpetual dally Sacrifice, will be granted me by all that are not very hard to be convinced.--pp. 98--100. 

Having fully showed what is offered in the Eucharist, I now proceed to consider the ends for which it is 
to be offered.I proceed therefore. 

First, to show, that one and the primary end of the Eucharistical Christian Sacrifice, is the 
acknowledgment of GOD'S dominion and other attributes; and I must add, what is most especially 
implied, of His goodness, in redeeming the world by CHRIST JESUS, which is the foundation of all other 
spiritual mercies. And I apprehend our adversaries themselves do so far consent to this, as to own that 
the Eucharist is a Sacrifice of thanksgiving, and a recognition of all the blessings and favours we receive 
from GOD, and more particularly of His sending His SON to die for us, and of all the inestimable mercies, 
accruing to ourselves and others, by this means: they only deny, that the bread and wine, or 
Eucharistical Body and Blood, are this Sacrifice; and would have it believed, that the verbal and mental 
praises are the only thing meant by this Sacrifice; and, therefore, the authorities produced under this 
head, shall chiefly be such as do effectually prove, that the Sacrifice of thanksgiving in the Christian 
Church, was, in the judgment of the ancients, an oblation, not only of words and thoughts, but of the 

material bread and wine. And first St. Chrysostom.St. Austin . . . Paulinus . . . Eusebius . . . Origen . . . 

Irenaeus_Justin Martyr... Gregory Nazianzen.-pp. 266, 7, &c. 

If from single Fathers we turn our eyes to the ancient Liturgies, we shall find them filled with long 
recitals of GOD'S power, dominion, providence, and attributes, with Psalms of David, and other hymns 





from canonical and apocryphal Scripture, or of a private and more late composure: and these were 
commonly introductory to the Trisagium, and, in all Liturgies, ended with those angelical words; soon 
after which, the priest proceeds to the Institution, and then to the Commemorative Oblation, and then 
to the finishing Consecration. Now these particular and very large enumerations of GOD'S mercy and 
care over the whole race of mankind and especially the Church, were intended to be express 
declarations of the meaning and intentions of CHRIST JESUS, and His priest and people, in instituting and 
celebrating the Eucharist: that it was designed, in an especial manner, to be a Sacrifice of praise and 
thanksgiving for the creation, and preservation, and wise government of the world, and especially for 
our redemption by CHRIST JESUS; and that these recitals were very ample and very ancient, is to be seen 
in Justin Martyr's account of the Eucharist.—I apprehend that the ancient way of introducing the 
Oblation in the Eucharist, was no more than an express and most solemn profession of the Church's 
intention, in the Sacrifice now to be offered, to do glory to GOD, to agnize His dominion and other 
attributes, and to acknowledge all His mercies and favours, especially that which was the principal and 
the foundation of the rest, His sending CHRIST JESUS into the world to die for our sins; and that this was 
the first and primary design of the Eucharist they knew, not only from the nature of Sacrifice, but 
because CHRIST had instituted this to be offered for a memorial of Him.--pp. 281--283. 

2. That the other end of this Sacrifice is to procure divine blessings, and especially pardon of sin. In the 
first respect, it is propitiatory; in the second, expiatory, by virtue of its principal, the grand Sacrifice. ... 
St. Chrysostom .... St. Austin .... Cyril of Jerusalem .... Eusebius .... St. Cyprian .... Origen.... St. Clement of 
Rome. 

The Liturgies are very full of proof to this purpose; the Gregorian .... that of St. Peter.... St. Chrysostom's 
Liturgy .... the Liturgy of St. Basil .... and the Liturgy of St. James. ... But the Clementine Liturgy best 
deserves our notice; and in that the Bishop beseeches GOD, "to look favourably on the gifts, and to send 
down His Holy Spirit on them; that they who partake of them, may be confirmed in godliness, obtain 
remission of sins," &c. and then goes on to "pray" or "offer" (these words are indifferently used) for all 
sort and degrees of men, and for blessings of all kinds.... 

There is one proof of the propitiatory nature of the Eucharist, according to the sentiments of the ancient 
Church, which will be thought but only too great; and that is the devotions used in the Liturgies, and so 
often spoken of by the Fathers, in behalf of deceased souls. There is, I suppose, no Liturgy without them, 
and the Fathers frequently speak of them.... I shall say nothing of this doctrine but 

That the ancients did not use these prayers, as if they thought of a Purgatory; it is certain this last is a 
modern invention, in comparison of the oblations and prayers offered by the primitive Church, in behalf 
of their deceased brethren. 

They did not allow prayers to be made for such as they thought ijl men, either as to principles or 
practice. They prayed for the Virgin Mary, Apostles, Patriarchs, &c. and such as they believed to be like 
them. 

They seem to have learned this practice from the synagogue; for it is probable the Jews in and before 
our Saviour's time did use it.... 

The only use I make of it is to prove, that the ancients believed the Eucharist a propitiatory Sacrifice; and 
therefore put up these prayers for their deceased friends, in the most solemn part of the Eucharistic 
office, after the symbols had received the finishing consecration; for, as no desires are more sincere or 
affectionate than those which we conceive in behalf of our deceased friends, so certainly the ancients 
addressed these desires to GOD in such a manner as they thought most prevalent, that is, by virtue of 




the Eucharistical Sacrifice, then lying in open view. 


Upon whatever grounds it was that the Primitive Church received this custom of praying for the dead, 
which I am not now at leisure to consider so much at large as it deserves, it is certain they had this 
notion of the propitiatory nature of the Eucharist from the Scripture, and even from CHRIST JESUS 
Himself. For if the Eucharistical bread and wine be CHRIST'S Body and Blood, given and poured out for 
us; if our SAVIOUR did in the institution give the one, and shed the other for us; and if He commanded 
His Apostles, and their successors for ever after, to do the same, as a memorial of Him; then I think it is 
already sufficiently proved, that the Eucharist is a propitiatory Sacrifice.--pp. 289--293. 

And thus having finished my proof of the Eucharistical and propitiatory nature of the Christian Sacrifice, I 
think it seasonable, before I close this chapter, to consider such exceptions as have, or may be made 
against it, as here asserted to be propitiatory and expiatory. I have already, in the first section, 
answered, or prevented those objections, which may be raised against it, as if it were a repetition of the 
Grand Sacrifice; and have showed, that it is not the repetition of the satisfaction made on the Cross, but 
only of that oblation made by CHRIST in instituting this memorial: yet still it may be thought by some, 
that in pretending to offer an expiatory Sacrifice, after the all-sufficient and most satisfactory Sacrifice 
offered by CHRIST, we lessen and depress the value and merits of it. 

But I must confess I do not perceive any force in this argument, against the expiatory nature of the 
Eucharist, any more than against the expiatory nature of the Sacrifices offered by GOD'S direction 
before, or under the Law. If GOD had seen it necessary, in order to preserve the honour and esteem due 
to the grand Sacrifice, that no other oblation offered to Him, should be looked upon to be an expiation 
for sin, He would surely never have expressly told the Israelites, that "by the blood" of their Sacrifices 
"an atonement was made." Lev. xvii. 11. He would rather have told them, that instead of sacrificing, 
they ought to believe in that grand Sacrifice, which was hereafter to come; which was the only method, 
upon the supposition of our adversaries, to have secured the value and esteem which men ought to 
have for the personal Sacrifice of CHRIST JESUS. And then to suppose, that the faint, shady types and 
figures of the Law, should be of greater force and efficacy than what the ancients thought to be a 
completive Sacrifice under the Gospel, than a Sacrifice instituted with the mouth and hands of the Son 
of GOD Himself, is a doctrine very hard to be digested by those, that have a hearty esteem for the 
Gospel Sacraments, and the Founder of them.... 

It may further be said, that since so perfect a satisfaction has been made by the one oblation of CHRIST, 
all further propitiations and expiations must, to say the least, be perfectly unnecessary. To which I 
humbly reply, that, 

If, by calling the Eucharist a propitiatory or expiatory Sacrifice, I am understood to mean, that we add to 
the merits of our SAVIOUR'S death and sufferings; I must disclaim, and protest against all such thoughts 
and notions. It is the natural Blood of CHRIST which is the inexhaustible treasure of all those blessings, 
that can be derived to us by the Eucharist, or by any other means. Whatever power or efficacy is 
ascribed to the Eucharist, flows wholly from the original Sacrifice: and yet we cannot think the 
Eucharistical Sacrifice needless, because .... all Christians, with whom I am now arguing, will grant, that 
CHRIST purchased forgiveness and other blessings by His death, conditionally only; and that till we have 
complied with these conditions, we have no reason to expect these blessings. 

In order therefore to procure pardon of sin, or any other mercy, which we hope to receive by the 
shedding of His Blood, these two things are necessary. 

1. That we apply ourselves to GOD in a proper manner; and if He have directed us in what manner to do 



it, we are to seek for no other. GOD decreed from the beginning, that the death of CHRIST should be the 
means of all that pardon and other graces and favours, which He intended for His Church and people: 
yet this did not hinder Him from instituting Sacrifices, whereby men should apply themselves to Him, in 
order to have these graces and favours imparted to them; and though He hath now abolished all other 
Sacrifices, yet I have showed, that He has enjoined a new one in their stead. And since the sins of 
Christians are more exceeding sinful than those of other men, as being committed against a more clear 
and full light than was ever enjoyed by others; therefore it seems reasonable, that they should make this 
application to GOD for pardon, by more valuable and powerful Sacrifices than others did, or could: and 
since the mercies we expect are more great and weighty, than any men, before CHRIST'S coming had 
any reason with confidence to ask of GOD; therefore the Sacrifice offered by us ought in reason to be of 
greater price, and more full of persuasion than theirs were; and CHRIST hath accordingly furnished us 
with such a Sacrifice, even that of His spiritual Body and Blood. The Apostle excellently well teaches us 
this truth, when he tells us, that "GOD hath set forth" CHRIST "to be a propitiation," or rather, a 
"propitiatory," Rom. iii. 25; that is, CHRIST is to us what the mercy-seat was to the Jews. Now the Jews 
were never the better for the mercy-seat, if they did not apply themselves to it in the method which 
GOD by His law had prescribed: and the method of making approach to the mercy-seat was by offering 
Sacrifice, and sprinkling the blood thereof upon the veil, which was drawn before His throne, where the 
Divine Majesty did in so peculiar a manner reside, Levit. iv. 6,17; and our SAVIOUR has directed us, 
where, and how, we are to make our addresses to Him, as our mercy-seat; and that is, by offering the 
memorial, which He Himself hath appointed: and 'tis strange, that Christians can think of making 
application to their mercy-seat in a less solemn manner than the Jews did to theirs .... 'Tis agreed on all 
hands, that the merit and satisfaction, whereby our sins are forgiven, flow freely from the Grand 
Sacrifice; but I am now speaking of the actual application of these merits and this satisfaction, which was 
the end for which all Sacrifices under the Law, and the Eucharistical Sacrifice under the Gospel, were 
appointed by GOD: and it is, I suppose, very evident, that none was ever allowed to make expiation for 
himself by any thing that he was capable of doing as a private person. The High Priest, when he had 
sinned, was indeed to expiate his own fact; but it was by virtue of an Eternal Sacrifice instituted by GOD 
for this purpose: not by any prayer, or faith, or internal act of religion. He was to apply himself to GOD, 
"by the blood of other" creatures, to show, that nothing which proceeds ab intus, from within ourselves, 

can either make satisfaction for our sins, or make application of the satisfaction made by another.I 

conclude, that neither prayer, nor faith, nor any other act or deed of ours, can be expiatory in any sense; 
by them no satisfaction can be made; nor did GOD ever intend them to be the ordinary means of 
applying the merits of the Grand Sacrifice; if He had, sacraments would have been needless things, as 
well as Sacrifices; and this brings me to speak of, 

2. The other thing necessary for the receiving pardon of our sin, or any other benefit of CHRIST'S 
Passion; and this must be some divine act, passed by GOD the FATHER, SON, or HOLY GHOST towards 

us.And 'tis extremely vain and groundless to suppose, that any particular man can perform this divine 

act of applying the merits of CHRIST'S death to himself: it is an act of GOD, who has the sole power of 
pardoning or conferring any special grace upon his creatures; and since GOD does it not by express 
revelations made from time to time to his creatures, 'tis very evident he performs it to Jews and 
Heathens upon their conversion, in and by baptism; to those that are already members of His Church in 
and by the Eucharist.... 

Our adversaries agree, that the sacramental Body and Blood of CHRIST do convey pardon, and all the 
benefits of CHRIST'S death, to the souls of the receivers; and if they allow that these mercies are 
bestowed by the Sacrament, they must allow, that there we must apply ourselves to GOD for 
them.They may say, that this application may be made by GOD in the Eucharist, considered as a 






sacrament only, not as a Sacrifice; but then they must suppose, that GOD makes this application to us 
without any application made by us to Him. For we cannot apply ourselves to GOD otherwise than by 
Sacrifice. Our adversaries grant this; but they assert this to be only a mental Sacrifice of prayer, faith, 
and such like inward devotions; and granting this, yet 'tis evident, that the Sacrament without some sort 
of Sacrifice, is not sufficient for the application of CHRIST'S merits; and whether this Sacrifice consist 
only of such internal actions of the mind, or of the Body and Blood of CHRIST there represented, I leave 
to be determined by Scripture and antiquity, which I have proved to be with us in this particular. It is 
therefore sufficiently clear, that GOD does apply the effects of the Great Sacrifice to us in the Eucharist; 
and that in order to obtain this application, we must first apply to Him by Sacrifice, even the Sacrifice of 
the CHRIST'S Body and Blood. It is evident that, before the death of CHRIST, pardon was imparted to the 
Jews by the oblation of the Sacrifice for sin, no part of which was returned to the lay-offerer; but CHRIST 
hath provided, that our offering for sin should be shared out among all that attend this Sacrifice, as a 
token of GOD'S acceptance of it. 

But in some cases it seems pretty clear, that the ancients were of opinion, that the application of the 
merits of CHRIST'S death might be made by virtue of the oblation only, without eating and drinking the 
Eucharistical Body and Blood; as for instance, to those who by banishment, imprisonment for CHRIST'S 
sake, or other violent means, were debarred from the privilege of actual communion. As the case of 
such was always particularly recommended to GOD in the Eucharistical Service, so no doubt it was done 
upon an apprehension, that by virtue of this propitiation, they had the benefits of CHRIST'S sufferings 

imparted to them.And let not any man suspect, that by saying this I intend to say any thing in behalf 

of the private, solitary masses of the Church of Rome; for I own them to be a modern corruption.I 

only speak of the efficacy of the oblation in behalf of such, as were detained from the communion by 
some involuntary and invincible obstacle; and am so far from having any good opinion of the solitary 
masses among the Papists, that I am fully satisfied, that in the primitive Church the oblation and 
communion were inseparable.--pp. 296--305. 

There is no occasion for me now to prove, either that the Eucharist is a Sacrifice, or that it is to be 
consumed by manducation: the first I have sufficiently proved already, the last is what all will grant, 
except the divines of the Church of Rome, who make the consumption of the Sacrifice consist in the 

miraculous change, as I suppose, according to Bellarmine's notion of it.I have already showed .... that 

much the greatest part of the Jewish Sacrifices were consumed in this manner; .. .. and therefore under 
the Law it must be owned, that either manducation was a proper way of consumption, or that the 
greatest part of their Sacrifices were not rightly consumed. 

"Tis true, that what was burnt in the fire on the altar was more directly offered to GOD, because this 
action of burning was then a rite of oblation; but from hence the grosser part of the Jews were apt to 
conclude, that GOD stood in need of Sacrifice, and was refreshed with the nidor, or steam of the altar, 
as we may learn from Psalm 1. Therefore GOD, to take off this objection against Sacrifice, has 
commanded it to he consumed, as His own Sacrifice the Passover was, wholly by manducation.... 

And certainly this modus of consuming the Sacrifice was not only intended for the removing of that 
grand objection against consumption by fire, namely, that it gave occasion to men to think that the 
indigence of the Deity was by that means supplied, but likewise for the honour of the Sacrifice itself. For 
it is not easy to imagine, how any creature can be disposed of in a more honourable manner, than by 
being consumed in an act of the most solemn devotion, as the Eucharistical symbols arc by the 
institution of CHRIST JESUS. The Jewish Sacrifices were in part to be reduced to ashes, and the 
remainder to be eaten in such a place, and by such persons, and with such circumstances as GOD had 
appointed; but it does not appear, that they who eat them were obliged, during that action, to employ 





their minds in the service of GOD; only in the Passover they were to call to mind their deliverance from 
the Egyptian bondage: but on the other side, the manducation of the Christian Sacrifice is to be 
performed, as the most solemn and religious action, that private Christians ever do in their own persons. 
For the oblation, and consecration, have been showed to be the acts of the Priest, in which the people 
are only accessories.... 

That the receiving of the bread and wine in the Communion, is the consumption of a Sacrifice; or that 
the Eucharist is a feast upon a Sacrifice, has been asserted by several learned men in the last, and by 
some in this age: .... and so, it seems, Christians feast upon something that is a Sacrifice, but not 
offered.... 

And this brings me to reflect on the singular and honourable mark of distinction, by which GOD has 
dignified the Christian people, above and beyond his old peculium, the Jews: and that is, that whereas 
the Christian Church has but one Sacrifice, instead of that multitude and variety of Sacrifices under the 
law, and whereas the Jewish laity were not permitted to eat of any other Sacrifices but the 
peace-offerings, the rest being wholly burnt in the fire, or reserved to be eaten by the Priests and their 
families; on the other side, now under the Gospel, our one Sacrifice is wholly to be consumed by Priest, 
Clergy, and people jointly: and this I take to be a most signal mark of favour to the Christian laity, that 
they are admitted to a participation of the Sacrifice equally with the Priests themselves. 

And it is very evident that our SAVIOUR did intend the Eucharist to be not only a Sacrifice, but a feast 
upon a Sacrifice; and, therefore, when He was before-hand showing to His disciples the nature of His 
sacramental flesh, He calls it "the bread of GOD," John vi. 33; for, as Dr. Whitby justly observes, "The 
oblations made to GOD are styled in the Old Testament the 'bread of GOD,' Levit. xxi. 6. 8. 22. and 
accordingly CHRIST styles His piacular victim by the same name." And I must add, that nothing but what 
had been sacrificed is ever in Scripture called "the bread of GOD;" and therefore, when our SAVIOUR 
gives this character of what we receive in the Sacrament, that it is the "bread of GOD," we may safely 
from thence infer, that it was by Him designed as a feast on a Sacrifice. And when, in the narrative of the 
institution, He says, "Take, eat, this is my Body given," i, e. sacrificed "for you," He does not more plainly 
say, that the Body which He reached out to them, was now made an oblation for them, than He says 
that they were to eat of it as such. In the tenth chapter of the first Epistle to the Corinthians, St. Paul 
draws a parallel between the heathen feasts upon the Sacrifices, and the Christian Eucharist, or between 
"drinking the cup of the LORD," and the "cup of devils" being partakers of "the LORD'S table," or altar, 
"and the table," or altar, "of devils," ver. 21. So that in all the most observable contexts which treat of 
this Sacrament, it is represented to us as a Sacrifice consumed by manducation. 

The true and full notion of the Eucharist is, that it is a religious feast upon bread and wine, that have first 
been offered in Sacrifice to ALMIGHTY GOD, and are become the mysterious Body and Blood of CHRIST. 
The Papists, both in their notions and practice, represent it more like a bare Sacrifice, than as a feast on 
a Sacrifice; for the generality of their masses are nothing else but a mere offering of the Sacrament to 
GOD, in their superstitious manner, without any distribution of the holy symbols to the people. Others 
endeavour to have it thought nothing more than a religious feast. These are two faulty extremes. The 
truth is that the holy Eucharist, according to the institution of CHRIST, and the judgment of the ancient 
Church, is a feast upon a Sacrifice. That it is a Sacrifice, I have already showed; that it is a feast, I need 
not take any pains in proving, since it is the universal opinion of all Protestants. The truth is, this 
Sacrament has so long been discoursed of, and used as a feast only, that too many think these two 
notions contrary to each other, and imagine, that if it be a feast, it cannot be a Sacrifice; therefore, I 
shall here make it my business to show, that these two notions are not only fairly consistent, but that, in 
truth, sacrificing and religious feasting are things which GOD hath in all ages joined together, and that, 




therefore, they ought by no means to be put asunder. 


We know not the laws of divine worship given to the ancients before the law of Moses.Yet it is 

certain, that "Jacob offered sacrifice upon the mount, and called his brethren to eat bread, and they did 
eat bread." "Eating bread," is a phrase used in Scripture for feasting; and here it is evident, that Jacob 
made a feast to his relation of the cattle which he had offered in sacrifice. Jethro was no Israelite, and 
therefore the sacrifices offered by him may safely be affirmed to have been in all respects agreeable to 
the primitive laws of divine worship, and of him we are informed, that he "took a burnt-offering and 
sacrifices for God, and Aaron came, and all the elders of Israel, and ate bread with him before GOD." 
And that this was the practice of the Israelites long before the giving of the Law, appears sufficiently 
from this, that Moses and Aaron, in their address to Pharaoh, use these two phrases, of "holding a feast 
to GOD," and "sacrificing to the LORD," as expressing the very same sense. (Exod. v. 1. 3.) 

Though feasting upon Sacrifice was more ancient than the Law, yet it pleased GOD to give more 
particular rules and precise directions, concerning the distribution and eating of the things offered at the 
altar, in the Books of Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, than had been ever given before. 
The sin-offering, and trespass-offering, the first-born, and the meat-offerings, were divided between 
GOD and the priests; in the peace-offerings only the priests had their share; the burnt-offerings were 
wholly consumed in the fire, so that neither the priests nor people had any portion reserved for them. 
But then it is observed by them, who are best versed in the Jewish learning, that burnt-offerings were 
usually attended with peace-offerings, only some except such burnt-offerings as were offered for the 

whole congregation.We may therefore safely conclude that the generality of Sacrifices among the 

Jews were accompanied with a feast. And their very language speaks this, for the same word [], signifies 
both feast and Sacrifice. 

And what comes nearer to our purpose still, is this, that the Passover, which was the most solemn 
Sacrifice among the Jews, and which GOD gave in charge to that people before the Law or even the Ten 
Commandments, was to be wholly eaten; and this was a Sacrifice which, as it was a special type of the 
Eucharist, so it exactly agreed with it in this particular, namely, that GOD took no portion to Himself, nor 
assigned any precise share to the priest, but it became wholly a feast to the owners, whether priests or 
laymen.--vol. ii. pp. 11 - 19 . 

It will be very proper to consider the practice of the Gentiles, as well as of the Jews, under this head: for 
He who is the GOD of both, may reasonably be presumed to have had a regard to the notions and 
ancient usages of the former, as well as of the latter, in the whole frame of the Gospel dispensation. And 
the Scripture affords us sufficient proof, that the heathen, even in the age of Moses, did make feasts on 
their Sacrifices.--p. 21. 

Upon the whole, it is evident, that a Sacrifice and a religious feast are very near akin to each other; or 
rather, they are but two parts of the same worship, which, both among Jews and Gentiles, used to go 

hand in hand together.I do not say, that there never was any religious feast made upon meats and 

drinks, which had not been first offered to GOD in Sacrifice; and I may safely affirm, that the most 
solemn religious feasts were always of this sort; such were the Passover, and the two other annual 
feasts of weeks and tabernacles, among the Jews. And, therefore, if the Eucharist be not a feast of a very 
inferior rank, and in its nature entirely different from the most solemn religious feasts of former ages, it 
must be confessed to be a Sacrifice too.--pp. 25, 6. 

The Eucharist agrees in the main with the most solemn Sacrifices of the ancients, in the ends for which it 
is offered. 






The ends or designs of men in sacrificing, have always been the same in all ages and nations; these are 
of two sorts, viz. 


First, particular. Secondly, general. 

I. There are particular ends and designs, which men have always proposed to themselves in offering 
every Sacrifice; these ends are various, but may be reduced to these following heads: 

1. One particular end of Sacrifice, is to render prayers or petitions for some special mercy, more 
effectual. 

2. Another end, is to express a grateful sense of some mercies or favours received. 

3. A third end, is the expiating the guilt of sin, or obtaining pardon. 

II. The general end of Sacrifice is, 

1. To acknowledge the power and dominion of that GOD to whom it is offered. 

2. To render Him gracious and favourable to the worshippers. 

3. To preserve covenant and communion with Him.--p. 30. 


And it is evident that all these ends are served by the Sacrifice of the Eucharist; and 

1. All the particular ends of Sacrifice. For, 1st, and 2dly, All prayers and praises for special mercies are 
most properly offered to GOD in, and by the Eucharist; because the Eucharist is the peculiar worship of 
the Christian Church, as will appear in the next chapter; and the primitive Christians practised it as such, 
and therefore used it in order to procure any singular blessing from GOD: as for instance, when a 
Bishop, or Priest was ordained, or when any of them, or of the faithful died, or were married, the 
Eucharist was offered to GOD in hopes of obtaining proper blessings and mercies on the persons 
concerned. The Eucharist was most probably that "ministry" in which "the prophets at Antioch" were 
engaged, when "the Spirit said unto them, Separate me Paul and Barnabas," and when they laid hands 
on these two eminent ministers of CHRIST. St. Paul exhorts, "that supplications, prayers, intercessions, 
and EUCHARIST" should be made for kings and all that were in authority. It can scarce be thought 
reasonable, that St. Paul should charge Christians to give thanks for such prodigies of vice and tyranny, 
as then swayed the Roman Empire; much less that "thanks" should be given "for all men" without 
distinction, for the enemies and persecutors of Christianity; but it was indeed proper to offer the 
Eucharist, the Christian Sacrifice, even for their most bitter enemies, that GOD might convert them, or 
bring them to a better mind, that so Christians "might lead quiet and peaceable lives." The very name 
Eucharist implies it to be a Sacrifice of thanks for all real blessings. It is also, by virtue of the personal 
Sacrifice of CHRIST, a means of averting all evil. And as to the third particular end, viz. forgiveness of sin, 
our SAVIOUR hath taught us, that this is one special end of the Eucharist, where He calls the consecrated 
bread and wine, "My body given" (to God) and "My blood shed for the remission of sins." 

3. The general ends of Sacrifice are all obtained by the Eucharist. For 1st, All gifts brought to GOD'S altar 
are an acknowledgment of His dominion; and CHRIST expects, that His disciples should bring gifts to the 
altar: and those too, material gifts, such as may be left behind them, while they go to be reconciled to 
their brethren: and Irenaeus justly explains this, as a gift given to our great King, and by which we 
honour Him. And 2dly and 3dly, That the Christian Eucharist is a service by which we render GOD 
propitious to us, and by which we do covenant, and communicate with Him, is what, I suppose, will be 
denied by none. 

And the excellency of the Christian Sacrifice, above and beyond all others, does appear from this 
consideration, that though it be but one, and always offered in the same manner, yet it does at once 
serve all the ends of all the Levitical Sacrifices: and we are actually to propose all these ends to 



ourselves, whenever we offer it. But there is one end in offering of the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, in 
which it differs from the generality of the ancient Sacrifices. What this is, I am to show in the next 
section.-pp.40,1. 

The first and principal design which our SAVIOUR proposed to Himself in the institution of the Eucharist, 
was, that it might be a standing perpetual memorial of the Sacrifice offered by Him for the sins of the 
world. He clearly teaches us this truth, in those words, "Do," or "offer this, in remembrance of Me."... 

It is a mistake to think, that we are only to call this to remembrance in our own minds, or before men: 
we are certainly to show forth CHRIST'S death in the Sacrament, not only to one another, but to 

GOD.We offer the sacramental Body and Blood of CHRIST to GOD, not only as a Sacrifice of praise for 

the merits of our SAVIOUR'S Passion, but in order to render all our prayers and petitions more 
acceptable at the throne of grace, especially our prayers for the pardon of our sins, for grace to amend 
our lives, and thereby to obtain a happy resurrection to eternal life: so that indeed the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist, as it is a commemoration of CHRIST'S offering Himself in Person, does answer all the ends of 
the ancient Sacrifices; forasmuch as the merits of His death are the most prevailing motive we can use 
with GOD, to render all our services acceptable to Him, to procure forgiveness of our sins, and the 
continuance of all spiritual favours, especially those of our covenanting, and communicating with 
GOD. 

It cannot be said of the generality of the Sacrifices of the ancients, that they were commemorations, or 
representations of some other more ancient and excellent Sacrifices: however, they were not so in the 
intentions of those who offered them. 

There was indeed one very singular providence, and the greatest, I think, that ever happened, except 
our redemption by CHRIST JESUS; and that was, the deliverance of the Israelites from their bondage in 
Egypt, with the miracles which went before, and followed it. This providence GOD was pleased to have 
yearly commemorated by slaying a lamb for every family, and offering it as a Sacrifice to GOD, and 
consuming it in a religious feast: and this was indeed a commemorative Sacrifice both in the design of 
GOD and of the Israelites, by whom it was offered. Nay, and it seems, that the lambs slain every year in 
after-ages, were representations of the lambs slain at first, the evening before they went out of the land 
of Egypt: for GOD commands the people, when they were in future ages asked by their children, "What 
mean you by this service?" to answer, "It is the LORD'S Passover, who passed over the houses of the 
children of Israel in Egypt." By which, it appears, that all the lambs that were sacrificed on this festival, 
though many hundred years after the first institution, were commemorations and representations of 
the Sacrifice of the Passover, which was first offered in Egypt; and it does not appear, that they had any 
other Sacrifice of this nature. 

I am entirely in the sentiment of all divines, both ancient and modern, Protestants and Papists, who 
agree in this, to the best of my observation, that all the Sacrifices before and under the law, received the 
atoning virtue they had, from the will of God, who instituted and accepted them, not in regard to their 
own value or virtue, but in consideration of the great and most meritorious Sacrifice, which was to be 
offered by CHRIST in the fulness of time; and that therefore these Sacrifices were types of CHRIST in the 
purpose and intention of GOD, though not revealed to all that offered these Sacrifices; and that, 
therefore, all acceptable Sacrifices agree in this, that they are representations of the grand one which 
was offered by CHRIST in His own Person. 

And of all representative Sacrifices, the Eucharist is certainly the most excellent. 

1. Because the bread and wine in the Sacrament are, or ought to be known by all who use them, to be 







representations of the great Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of CHRIST; whereas the Sacrifices under the 
law, and before it, were not generally known and discerned by those who offered them, to be types of 
CHRIST. 

2. The first and main design of the Eucharist, is to be a remembrance of the personal Sacrifice of CHRIST, 
whereas the beasts offered under the law were first and chiefly intended by GOD to be services 
performed to Him by His people, whereby to express their wants and desires, and procure a supply and 
relief of them; and they were types of CHRIST only by a second and more remote intention of Almighty 
GOD. 

3. The Eucharist is the only Sacrifice in which that of CHRIST is represented since it was offered, and to 
them who live under the Gospel, and is therefore clearly discerned by those who offer it. If the Jews had 
been informed that their Sacrifices represented a more excellent one to come; yet this apprehension of 
its signification and efficacy must have been more obscure than ours now is, because their notions of 
the Messias Himself were but imperfect, in comparison of that plain view of Him which the Gospel gives 
us. 


4. This is the only representation of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, which is that Body and Blood in power 
and effect; for the bread and wine in the Eucharist are such types, as that he who eats and drinks them 
unworthily, is "guilty of the Body and Blood of CHRIST," which can be said of none of the other ancient 
Sacrifices.--pp. 41--47. 


A Prayer to be used by one that is going to communicate.... 


0 most merciful GOD and FATHER, I acknowledge, and adore Thine infinite love in sending Thy SON 
JESUS CHRIST to take upon Him our nature, and to suffer death upon the Cross, as a Sacrifice for the sins 
of men. I bless the divine goodness and wisdom of Thy Son, in offering His Body and Blood to Thee, and 
in commanding His Church to continue the memorial of it until His coming again to judge the quick and 
dead. 

Grant, 0 gracious GOD, that all Christian men may have a just sense of the riches of Thy love and mercy 
in CHRIST JESUS, and may be duly affected with His holy life, heavenly sermons, meritorious death and 
passion, glorious resurrection, and ascension; that we may all delight ourselves in doing Thy will, and 
His, in offering the good oblation, in showing forth His death according to His appointment: and, LORD, 
let the offering made by Thy Church be pleasant to Thee, as in the days of old, and come up with 
acceptance on Thine altar; let Thy gracious Presence be with Thy people assembled together, and 
praying in the Name of Thy Son: turn not away Thy face from the priests, and the congregations that join 
with them in pleading the merits of Thy SON'S death and passion, in the manner that He Himself 
ordained. Let the fire of Thy Holy Spirit always descend on the Christian Sacrifice, and on those who 
offer it; that their iniquity may be taken away, and their sins purged.--p. 250. 

When the Priest places the Alms, and the Bread and Wine on the altar, say, 

The LORD accept thine oblations, and perform all thy petitions in behalf of thyself and us. 

After the Prayer of Consecration, say, 



0 most merciful LORD GOD, as we do believe Thy SON JESUS CHRIST, the High Priest of our oblation, to 
be now and always appearing at the right hand of glory, and always presenting His crucified and now 
glorified Body in our behalf; so we beseech Thee, let His intercession prevail with Thee for the 
acceptance of the services performed by Thy Church here on earth, according to His appointment. 
Reject not us, nor our oblations, while we wholly depend upon Thy Son JESUS CHRIST, as our only 
Mediator and Advocate. Amen.--p. 256. 


A Prayer to be said after the Communion, in behalf of all Men, but especially Christians. 


0 most merciful and gracious LORD GOD, that art the SAVIOUR of all men, especially of them that 
believe; Having now humbly represented to Thy divine Majesty the glorious Sacrifice which Thy dearest 
SON JESUS CHRIST offered, of His own Body and Blood; relying on Thy goodness, and trusting in Thy 
promises, and in the never-ceasing intercession made by our eternal High-Priest in Heaven, I put up my 
prayers to Thee in behalf of all that call on Thy Name and have communicated to-day in the one 
Sacrifice, throughout the whole Christian world; and also in behalf of all them, that desire to 
communicate, but are hindered by any just necessity, whatsoever it be. 

Give unto me, 0 LORD, and give unto them a portion of all the good prayers made by CHRIST in Heaven, 
and by Thy Church on earth ... 

I humbly beseech Thy Divine Majesty to accept the Sacrifice this day offered to Thee in behalf of my 
dearest friends and relations. 

Accept of this Sacrifice in behalf of all that suffer wrongfully, or that are under Thy correcting hand. . 
,-pp. 258-260. 


An Act of Spiritual Communion, to be used after the Prayer above written, when the person is destitute 
of an opportunity of external Communion. [Compare Bp. Taylor's Worthy Communicant, p. 386, as 
quoted by Johnson.] 

My soul hath a desire and longing to enter into the courts of the LORD ... 

I rely upon the Sacrifice offered by CHRIST JESUS .... LORD thou knowest the desire of my heart to be to 
this bread and this cup; and that whenever Thou, in Thy good Providence, shall remove this obstacle 
under which I at present lie, my heart is ready to join with any true Christian Priest and people, in 
offering this Sacrifice and partaking of this spiritual feast.... 

Accept, 0 Lord, of my will and desire, while I cannot actually communicate . . . Lord, reject not my 
prayer, nor turn Thy mercy from me; while, though absent from all true Christian congregations in body, 
but present with them all in spirit and desire, I join with them in pleading the merits of the all-sufficient 
Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Thy Son, for the pardon of my own sins and of all sincere penitents; 
for the obtaining of all necessary graces, and of a happy resurrection to eternal life.—pp. 262, 3. 


ID.-Primitive Communicant. 




A recognition of the Priesthood of Christ. 


0 Infinite and Almighty GOD the FATHER, who hadst from the beginning Thy Word and Son dwelling 
with Thee, and in Thee, who was the light of men, by shedding on the ancient Patriarchs and Prophets, 
and all holy people before and under the Law, whatever knowledge they had of Thee, and of spiritual 

things.I desire to acknowledge and glorify Thee, and Thy divine Son, for these early dawnings of Thy 

grace and good will toward mankind; especially I confess and adore Thy immense goodness and mercy, 
for that Thou didst, in the fulness of time, send this Thy Word, and Son, to take upon Him our nature, 
and, as a priest according to the order of Melchisedek, to fulfil and abolish all the types of the Aaronical 
Priesthood and Sacrifices, and to bless the spiritual posterity of Abraham, in and by the Sacrifice of His 
Body and Blood, represented in bread and wine. Praise the Lord, 0 my Soul, all the days of Thy life, for 
such a priest and Sacrifice, by which the Gospel ministry, and Church, have been once for ever 
consecrated and perfected, and their services established, and a perpetual availment given to them; and 
all the defects and blemishes of them that attend Thine altars supplied by the abundant merits of this 
great High Priest, and His most efficacious oblation. Praise the LORD, 0 my soul, all the days of thy life, 
for such a Priest, and for the oblation of His body and Blood, which He commanded for ever to be 
continued in remembrance of Him; for the mysterious Bread given for the life of the world, for the cup 

poured out for the remission of the sins of men.Praise the LORD, 0 my soul, all the days of thy life, 

for this High Priest according to the order of Melchisedek, and for this pure oblation of bread and wine, 
by which we serve all the ends, and obtain all, and more than all the benefits procured by the manifold 
Sacrifices under, and before the law: of that bread and wine in the offering whereof CHRIST consigned 
Himself to the Cross, there to suffer death and make a full satisfaction for the sins of all, who should 
with true penitent hearts apply themselves to Thee through His all-sufficient death and Sacrifice. Praise 
the LORD, 0 nay soul, all the days of thy life, for this High-Priest of our oblation; who, after He had 
finished the works and sufferings which Thou hadst assigned Him here on earth, did visibly ascend into 
Heaven, and sit down on Thy right hand; and now with His crucified and glorified Body appears in Thy 
presence, to give force and effect to the devotions of His Church, and especially to the ordinances of His 
own institution. May all Christian Priests and people for evermore rejoice in this most prevailing 
Mediator, and never seek for any other. May they with diligence and constancy employ themselves in 
those duties of religion, in which they may most safely depend on the intercession of this High Priest; 
especially in the commemorative oblation of His Body and Blood, May we make it our chief care and 
study to imitate His example in all the virtues of a holy life; that so we may at last receive the reward of 
faithful servants, and follow Him into the Holy of Holies, for His merits, and for Thy mercies' sake. 
Amen.-pp. 188--190. 


An Exercise of Communion with God and His Church, in the Holy Eucharist. 


0 GOD of peace and love, who didst send Thy Son into the world to gather a holy nation, a peculiar 
people, an universal Church, from among all kingdoms, tongues, and countries, and to unite them 
together in the same faith and worship, and to bring them all at last to the same blessed place of eternal 





rest and joy.Thou didst purchase this Church to Thyself, by the precious Body and Blood of Thine own 

Son offered in Sacrifice to Thee; and madest the commemoration of that Sacrifice the centre and 
ligament of that worship we owe Thee, and of that communion, which Thou didst intend to continue 
between Thee and Thy Church. The many loaves offered to Thee in all the congregations of Christians 
throughout the world, are but one and the same Sacrifice to the same GOD and Father of all, and are 

sanctified by the same Holy Spirit, and are made the one mysterious flesh of our one Mediator.And do 

Thou, LORD GOD, send out Thy lively and powerful Spirit, to unite all Christians in the sincere belief and 
practice of these sacred truths, that they, with one heart and one voice, may offer this one Sacrifice, 
that Thy Church and the services of it may be perfectly one.--pp. 198--200. 


An Eucharistic Prayer to be said just before the receiving of the Sacramental Body and Blood. 


The highest praises, honours, and thanksgivings be to GOD the Father, who sent His Son into the world 
to make an atonement for the sins of men; and to His Son, for willingly offering Himself as a ransom for 
our souls; and to the eternal Spirit, with whose concurrence this inestimable offering was made, and this 
glorious work of our redemption was accomplished. The whole Church was first founded, and raised to 
be a holy nation and peculiar people, for the setting forth the praises of GOD, and offering spiritual 
Sacrifices for the salvation purchased by the Blood of CHRIST. At the same time that the Holy JESUS 
declared His Body to be given, His Blood to be shed for us, He did command that this remembrance 
should be continued, till His coming again. And this is that Sacrifice of thanksgiving in which we see the 
salvation of GOD; and in and by which we receive and enjoy all the benefits of CHRIST'S death and 
passion, if we come with hearts prepared for such great blessings .... May I never want a heart to value, 
and rejoice over them; or an opportunity of joining with the priests and people of Thy Church, in 
presenting this Sacrifice of praise to Thee, the GOD of all our mercies . . . The favourable acceptance of 
the Sacrifices offered to Thee of old, did much depend on the eating them in a due and just manner. And 
it was declared that he who eat of them without observing the rules prescribed by the Law, should bear 
his iniquity and be cut off from Thy people: and Thou hast declared by Thy Apostle, that he who eateth 
and drinketh the Body and Blood of the LORD unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself. 
LORD GOD, do Thou be pleased so to dispose my heart, while I am approaching Thy mysteries with joy 
and praise, at the same time to be assisted with such awe and reverence, such a judicious fear and 

trembling, as befits those who are employed in so solemn and concerning an ordinance. As no 

Christian ought to doubt but that the Christian Sacrifice is accepted on the heavenly Altar, and that the 
sacramental Body and Blood of CHRIST are replenished with His merits, and enriched with the special 
presence of the Holy Spirit; so it is the sincere desire of my heart, that I myself, and all who 
communicate in this holy Sacrament, may perceive, and lay hold, and possess themselves of these rich 

treasures.and that, looking to CHRIST JESUS as the Author and Finisher of our faith and good services, 

and on His all-sufficient Sacrifice as the foundation of all our hopes and devotions, we may at last obtain 
the reward of faithful servants, for the sake of the same JESUS CHRIST our LORD. Amen.-pp. 201--204. 


WILSON, BISHOP, CONFESSOR & DOCTOR.-Short Introduction to the Lord's Supper. 







Sect. ii. 


The holy Apostles of CHRIST, who were present when He first administered this Sacrament, give us the 
following account of its end and institution. 

They signify to us, in the first place, that this Sacrament was ordained by CHRIST the same night in which 
He was betrayed, and after they had observed the Passover. 

Now, after the Paschal Supper, as the Apostles relate it, "JESUS CHRIST took bread," &c. 

In obedience, therefore, to this command of JESUS CHRIST, who has delivered us from a greater 
bondage than that of Egypt, the Christian Church keeps up the memory of His love, His Sacrifice, and His 
sufferings and death, after this solemn manner. 

First, as an acknowledgment that our lives, and all that we eat or drink to preserve them, are owing to 
the bounty of GOD, we present upon His table, by the hands of His own minister, a portion of His 
creatures, the best we have for the support and comfort of our natural life, namely, bread and wine. 
After this, the bread and wine are consecrated, the bread is broken, and the wine poured out, to 
represent the death of CHRIST, whose Body was broken, and whose Blood was shed for us. 

Then the Minister of GOD, as the Steward of CHRIST'S household, applies these blessings to every 
person who receives the Sacrament, in this devout prayer:--"The Body and Blood of CHRIST, which were 
given and shed for thee, preserve thy body and soul unto everlasting life."--Works (8vo. edit.), vol. ii. pp. 
21-23. 


The Order for Administration of the Lord's Supper, or Holy Communion, 
With suitable Directions, Observations, and Devotions. 


[Note.] The following prayer was used by the pious author, before receiving and administering the 
Sacrament:- 

"Give me grace, 0 merciful GOD, now I am going to Thine altar, that I may in some measure answer the 
work appointed me, in offering sacrifice unto Thee, in order to communicate the bread of life to Thy 
people."... 

[On the Rubric, "And when there is a Communion, the Priest shall then place upon the Table," &c.] 

[Note.] If this rubric is not strictly observed, as in many places it is not, the intent of the Church is 
defeated, and a very instructive circumstance is omitted. 


[After the Prayer of Consecration.] 




Say secretly,--Send down Thy Spirit and blessing upon this means of grace and salvation, which Thou 
Thyself, 0 JESUS, hast ordained. 


Most merciful GOD, the Father of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, look graciously upon the gifts now lying 
before Thee, and send down Thy Holy Spirit on this Sacrifice, that He may make this bread and this wine 
the Body and Blood of Thy CHRIST, that all they who partake of them may be conformed in 
godliness,--may receive remission of their sins,--may be delivered from the devil and his wiles,--may be 
filled with the HOLY GHOST,--may be worthy of Thy CHRIST, and obtain everlasting life; Thou, 0 LORD 
ALMIGHTY, being reconciled unto them, through the same JESUS CHRIST our LORD. Amen. 


[Concerning Spiritual Communion.] 


The Church, for the comfort and advantage of such Christians as, through any just impediment, be 
hindered from receiving the LORD'S Supper in the manner which she has appointed, (that is, from the 
hands of CHRIST'S own minister,) has given us this instruction:--"That if we do truly repent," &c.... They 
that composed this Rubric had, it is very probable, an eye to the daily Sacrifice, which, under the law of 
Moses, was offered for the whole people of Israel; at which all such pious persons who could not 
possibly be present, yet offered their daily prayers to GOD in union of spirit, and in virtue of that 
Sacrifice offered in the temple; and which, no doubt of it, were accepted of GOD. [See the second 
Rubrick after the Office of the Communion of the Sick.] 

Now, forasmuch as very many pious souls do labour under this sad impediment, especially in many 
country churches, where the Sacrament is but too seldom administered,--to supply this defect, some 
such help as the following may be made use of, on the LORD'S day, or on any other Holy-Day.... 


ST. LUKE xxii. 19. "Do this in remembrance of Me." 


0 good SAVIOUR, I will, through Thy grace, "do this in remembrance of Thee," and in obedience to Thy 
command, as well as I am able. 

I do, therefore, this good day join, in desire and spirit, with every Christian congregation in the world, 
which truly celebrates this holy mystery. 

With them I join in giving my devoutest thanks to Thy ALMIGHTY FATHER, and our gracious GOD, who 
did not overlook lost mankind, but sent Thee, His only SON, to redeem us. With them I call to 
remembrance what Thou hast done and suffered for us;--Thine incarnation,-Thy laborious life,—Thy 
bitter passion,-Thy death and resurrection,-the great deliverance Thou hast thereby wrought for all 
mankind,-and the obligations Thou hast laid upon us. 

I join with Thy Church, and plead the merits of Thy Sacrifice for all estates and conditions of men; that 
none may deprive themselves of that happiness which Thou hast purchased by Thy death:-for all 
Christian Kings and Governors;-for all Bishops and Pastors; ... for all persons and places in distress by 
the sword, pestilence, and famine '; &c_ 



ID.-The Lord's Supper practically explained.--(Sermon Ixxvi.) 


May not one therefore conclude, without any great uncharitableness, that such as do lightly turn their 
backs upon this ordinance, do not indeed love the LORD JESUS; and that, according to St. Paul's 
direction, they ought to be "anathema," that is, separated from the communion of the faithful. 

And though this would be railed great severity at this time, yet this was the practice of the primitive 
Church, and it was agreeable to the law of the Passover, the great figure of CHRIST'S death, and by 
GOD'S express command; that is, that whoever did neglect to observe the Passover, in remembrance of 
their deliverance out of Egypt, "that soul should be cut off" from among the people of Israel. 

.... For, as the most unlearned Israelite under the Law, when he was commanded to bring his Sacrifice to 
the altar, to lay his hand upon the head of the beast, confessing his sins over him;-as he did very easily 
understand, that this was to put him in mind, that death was the punishment due to sin,--that he 
himself deserved the death that that creature was going to suffer,--that it was great mercy in GOD that 
He would accept such a Sacrifice for his sin, which yet he had good hopes He would do, since He Himself 
had ordained it;—as he would very easily perceive, that all this was designed as a very powerful motive 
to humble him before God; [1 Macc. xii. "We remember you in our Sacrifices, and in our prayers, as 
reason is, and as it becomes us to think upon our brethren."] to give him an abhorrence of sin, which 
could not be forgiven without the loss of the life of an innocent creature; and lastly, that it was intended 
to lead him to the love of GOD, who would be reconciled to him upon such gracious terms;--l say, the 
most ignorant Israelite could understand this end of Sacrifices, and perform the duty required of him, as 
well as the most learned master in Israeli- 

Even so every Christian, even the most unlearned, is capable of understanding, (if it be not plainly his 
own fault,) and of performing all the duties of a worthy communicant. 

For when he is informed, that this is the true Christian Sacrifice,-the only means of rendering our 
persons and all our prayers acceptable to GOD,-of obtaining the pardon of our sins, the assistance of 
GOD'S grace, and everlasting happiness after death:-when he sees that done before his eyes that JESUS 
CHRIST Himself did; who the same night in which He was betrayed, having devoted Himself an offering 
and a Sacrifice to GOD for the sins of the whole world, did institute this holy Sacrament, by taking bread 
and wine, and blessing them, and making them, by that blessing, the true representatives of His Body 
and Blood, in virtue and power, as well as in name:- 

When he is made sensible that this service was ordained by CHRIST Himself, not only as a testimony of 
His great love for His poor creatures, but as a means whereby He would communicate all the benefits of 
that death which He was then going to suffer; and by which He would apply the merits of His death to all 
people and ages of the world:- 

Lastly, when he is assured, even from CHRIST Himself, that whoso eateth and drinketh this His Flesh and 
Blood after this holy manner, dwelleth in CHRIST, and CHRIST in Him; that such a one has a right to 
eternal life, and that GOD will raise him up at the last day:- 

Let a man, I say, be never so unlearned, yet he will easily understand, that he is not to look upon and 
receive this bread and wine as common food, but as holy representatives of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, 



made such by an especial blessing of GOD; that he is to receive it in remembrance of the death of 
CHRIST, and to believe assuredly that the blessing of GOD will attend his doing so; for it being GOD'S 
own ordinance. He cannot but bless it, and him who observes it. 


ID.--Holy Bible, with Notes. 


On St. Matt. v. 23. 


"If them bring thy gift," &c.] This was always understood to have respect to the Christian Sacrifice, to the 
bread and wine there offered to GOD: for the legal Sacrifice being soon to be abolished, it is not likely 
that CHRIST would give precepts concerning them. "Thy gift." Thy Sacrifice. 


On Chap. xxvi. 28. 


"Which is shed"--i. e. He then, at that instant, gave His Body and Blood a Sacrifice for the sins of the 
world. He then offered, as a priest, Himself under the symbols of bread and wine, and this is the 
Sacrifice which His priests do still offer. And let it be observed, that JESUS CHRIST did this before He was 
apprehended, when He was at His own disposal; it was then He offered Himself a Sacrifice to GOD. 


ID.—Parochialia, or Instructions to the Clergy. 


Now, as JESUS CHRIST did by His death make our peace with GOD, and "obtain eternal redemption for 
all them that obey Him," we Christians, in obedience to His command, do keep up the remembrance of 
His death until His coming again, after this solemn manner. 

First, As GOD is the King of all the earth, we offer unto Him the best things that the earth affords for the 
life of man, namely, bread and wine, as an acknowledgment that all we have, whether for the support or 
comfort of our lives, is owing entirely to His bounty. 

The bread and wine being placed upon the altar, (by which they are sanctified, that is, set apart for holy 
uses,) we then proceed to give GOD thanks for His SON, our LORD JESUS CHRIST, who is the life of our 
souls, after this manner: 

The priest, by doing what CHRIST did, by prayer and thanksgiving, by breaking the bread and pouring out 
the wine, obtaineth of GOD, that these creatures become, after a spiritual manner, the Body and Blood 
of CHRIST, by receiving of which our souls shall be strengthened and refreshed, as our bodies are by 



bread and wine. 


For all this is done to represent the death of JESUS CHRIST, and the mercies which He has obtained for 
us; to represent it not only to ourselves, but unto GOD the FATHER, that, as the prayers and alms of 
Cornelius are said to have "gone up for a memorial before GOD," so this service may be an argument 
with His Divine Majesty to remember His SON'S death in heaven, as we do on earth, and for His sake to 
blot out our sins, and to give us all an interest in His merits. 

After this, we all receive the bread and wine (being thus made the Body and Blood of CHRIST,) in token 
of communion with CHRIST our Head, and with all His members. 

And, that we may have a more lively sense imprinted upon our minds of the love of GOD, of the 
kindness of our Redeemer, and of the benefits He has, by the shedding of His Blood, obtained for us, the 
Minister of GOD applieth the merits of CHRIST'S death to the soul of every faithful receiver in these 
words: "Eat and drink this in remembrance that CHRIST died for thee, and that He may preserve thy 
body and soul unto everlasting life." 

By explaining the meaning of this ordinance after some such familiar way as this, a young Christian will 
see. 

That, by joining in this Sacrament, we keep up the remembrance of CHRIST'S death, which is our 
salvation: 

We plead with GOD for pardon, for His SON'S sake, after a way which His SON Himself appointed: 

We are hereby more firmly united to CHRIST our Head, and to the Church, which is His body: 

And lastly, we do hereby express our faith and hope of His coming again to reward His faithful servants. 


ID.-Sacra Privata. 

LORD'S SUPPER. 


Before Service begins. 

us worthy to offer unto Thee 
liveth and reigneth, with Thee 

Upon placing the Alms upon the Altar. 


May it please Thee, 0 GOD, who hast called us to this ministry, to make 
this Sacrifice for our own sins, and for the sins of Thy people. 

Accept our service and our persons, through our LORD JESUS CHRIST, who 
and the HOIY GHOST, one GOD, world without end. Amen. 

0 reject not this people for me, and for my sins. 


All that we possess is the effect of Thy bounty, 0 GOD; and of Thy own do we give Thee. Pardon all our 
vain expences; and accept of this testimony of our gratitude to Thee, our Benefactor, for the LORD 
JESUS' sake. 



Upon placing the Elements upon the Altar. 


Vouchsafe to receive these Thy creatures from the hands of us sinners, 0 Thou self-sufficient GOD. 
Immediately after the Consecration. 

We offer unto Thee, our King and our GOD, this bread and this cup. 

We give Thee thanks for these, and for all Thy mercies; beseeching Thee to send down Thy Holy Spirit 
upon this Sacrifice, that He may make this bread the Body of Thy CHRIST, and this cup the Blood of Thy 
CHRIST; and that all we who are partakers thereof, may thereby obtain remission of our sins, and all 
other benefits of His Passion. 

And, together with us, remember, 0 GOD, for good the whole mystical Body of Thy SON; that such as 
are yet alive may finish their course with joy; and that we, with all such as are dead in the LORD, may 
rest in hope, and rise in glory, for Thy SON'S sake, whose death we now commemorate. Amen. 

May I atone Thee, 0 GOD, by offering to Thee the pure and unbloody Sacrifice, which Thou hast 
ordained by JESOS CHRIST. Amen. 

But how shall I dare to offer Thee this Sacrifice, if I had not first offered myself a Sacrifice to Thee, my 
GOD? 

May I never offer the prayers of the faithful with polluted lips, nor distribute the Bread of life with 
unclean hands. 

I acknowledge and receive Thee, 0 JESUS, as sent of GOD, a Prophet, to make His will known to us, and 
His merciful purpose to save us;--as our Priest, who offered Himself an acceptable Sacrifice for us, to 
satisfy the Divine Justice, and to make intercession for us;--and as our King, to rule and defend us against 
all our enemies. 

May I always receive the Holy Sacrament in the same meaning, intention, and blessed effect, with which 
JESUS CHRIST administered it to His Apostles in His last Supper.-Vol. ii. pp. 226 

LENT. 


Meditations proper for a Clergyman at that season. 

Give me such holy dispositions of soul, whenever I approach Thine Altar, as may in some measure be 
proportionable to the holiness of the work I am about,--of presenting the prayers of the faithful,—of 
offering a spiritual Sacrifice to GOD, in order to convey the Body and Blood of JESUS CHRIST, the true 
Bread of life, to all His members. Give me, when I commemorate the same Sacrifice that JESUS CHRIST 
once offered, give me the same intentions that He had, to satisfy the justice of GOD,-to acknowledge 
His mercies,-and to pay all that debt which a creature owes to his Creator. None can do this effectually 
but JESUS CHRIST. Him, therefore, we present to GOD, in this holy Sacrament.-pp. 288, 9. 

SHERLOCK, (WILLIAM,) PRESBYTER.-Practical Discourse of Religious Assemblies. 


For we may consider further, that as CHRIST has instituted this Holy Supper, so He has instituted it as an 
act of religious worship. It is a Sacrifice of prayer and thanksgiving to GOD, and to our SAVIOUR. It is a 
commemoration of the Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, "a showing forth the LORD'S death until He 
come"; and therefore is a mysterious rite of worship, as all Sacrifices were under the law. But to explain 
this more particularly, though briefly, I shall consider this holy feast, both as it respects GOD, and as it 



respects our SAVIOUR. 

1. With respect to GOD; and so we may consider it as a thanksgiving, or as a prayer. 

As a thanksgiving to GOD for His great and inexpressible goodness in sending His Son JESUS CHRIST into 
the world, and offering Him up as an expiation and atonement for our sins. . . . and what more proper 
Sacrament of thanksgiving and praise can we use than to present Him with the memorials of His 
stupendous love? You cannot more effectually praise any man, than to show the visible remains and 
monuments of his bounty and charity; as the widows, weeping, "showed the coats and garments which 
Dorcas made while she was with them." Thus, when we offer up to GOD the memorials of CHRIST'S 
Death and Passion, it is a visible Sacrifice of praise, and speaks such kind of language as this; "Behold, 
Lord, here is the token of Thy love to us, Thy own Son bleeding and dying for our sins; Thy eternal Son, 
the Son of Thy love, in whom Thy soul is well pleased, dying upon the Cross, a shameful, accursed, 
lingering, tormenting death; scorned and reproached of men, and forsaken of GOD. We will never forget 
such love as this; we will perpetually celebrate this holy feast, and offer up the memorials of a crucified 
JESUS, as a Sacrifice of praise to His FATHER, to His GOD, and to our GOD." 

2. The LORD'S Supper may be considered as a Sacrament of prayer; for so the Sacrifices under the law 
were always offered with prayers, which were accepted in virtue of the Sacrifice.... offered by the priests 
who were God's ministers; and now under the Gospel, GOD has sent His own Son into the world, to be 
both our Priest and our Sacrifice; the acceptation of our prayers depends upon the power of His 
intercession; and the power of His intercession upon the merit of His Blood: for "with His own Blood He 
entered once into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption for us." We must now go to God 
in His name, and plead the merits of His Blood, if we expect a gracious answer to our prayers. 

Now, for this end was the LORD'S Supper instituted, to be a "remembrance" of CHRIST, or of the 
Sacrifice of the Cross, to "show forth the LORD'S death till He come;" which, as it respects GOD, is to put 
Him in remembrance of CHRIST'S death, and to plead the virtue and merit of it for our pardon and 
acceptance. It is a visible prayer to GOD, to remember the sufferings of His Son, and to be propitious to 
His Church, His body, and every member of it, which He has purchased with His own Blood. And 
therefore, the ancient Church constantly at His holy Supper, offered up their prayers to GOD, in virtue of 
the Sacrifice of CHRIST, there represented, for the whole Church, and all ranks and conditions of men. 
For this reason, the LORD'S Supper was called a commemorative Sacrifice, because we therein offer up 
to GOD the remembrance of CHRIST'S Sacrifice; and therefore, in the ancient Church, the altar, or the 
place where they consecrated the elements, was the place also where they offered up their prayers to 
signify that they offered their prayers only in virtue of the Sacrifice of CHRIST, and that the very 
remembrance of this Sacrifice in the LORD'S Supper by virtue of its institution, did render their prayers 
prevalent and acceptable to GOD, and therefore, in the very first account we have of the exercise of 
Christian worship, we find "breaking of bread and prayers" joined together. The efficacy of our prayers 
depends on the merit of CHRIST'S Sacrifice; and the way CHRIST hath appointed to give our prayers an 
interest in His Sacrifice, is to offer them in the holy Supper, with the sacramental remembrance of His 
Death and Passion.--pp. 316--322. 


GRABE, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-MS. Adversaria. 


[Translated from papers "deposited, among the rest of his valuable remains, in the Bodleian Library, to 



which, after the deaths of Bp. Hickes and Bp. Smalridge, he had himself bequeathed them." See Preface 
to "De Forma Consecrationis Eucharistiae, &c. or a Defence of the Greek Church against the Roman, in 
the article of the Consecration of the Eucharistical Elements, &c. London, 1721." This paper, together 
with those from which extracts are given above, is contained in Dr. Grabe's Adversaria, of which there 
are three and twenty volumes preserved in the Bodleian Library. The seventh volume is headed, 
"Testimonia Veterum de Controversiis ad Theologiam Mystagogicam pertinentibiis. 

" I. De modis diversis quibus panis et vinum possint esse in S. Eueharistia corpus et sanguis Christi. 

"II. De mutatione quae in S. Eueharistia fit, contra Transubstantiationem Pontinciani. 

"III. De Sacrificio Eucharistico, juxtasensum ejus genuinumvereque Catholicum." 

These papers are marked No. 116, and they begin with the fragment of a translation of Mede's 
"Christian Sacrifice," containing the first chapter of the Discourse. There is a rough draft of this 
translation in Vol. xx. No. 29. together with a translation of part of the third chapter. It is there headed, 
"Sacrificium Christianum ex Malach. i. 11. descriptum et expositum a viro pio ac profunde docto, 
Josepho Medo, Theologo Anglicano." 

The paper, No, 117, (in vol. vii.) from which extracts are given above, is headed "Qu. An S. Eueharistia sit 
Sacrificium Novi Testamenti?" 

On the opposite page is pasted a paper containing a rough draft, less fully expanded, of the first few 
sentences, down to the quotation from St. Irenaeus. On the margin of this paper stands a list of names 
of English divines in alphabetical order, written wide, as though for further insertions. "Burnet, Brevint, 
Beveridge, Fell, Forbesius, Flammond, Flooperus, Laud, Medus, Montacut., Sherlock, Taylor, Thorndike, 
White." "Burnet" has been added afterwards, and perhaps "Flooperus." This list, accidentally discovered, 
was, it may be mentioned, the groundwork of the present Catena. 

No 118, in the same volume, is the tract published, with a translation, in the volume referred to above. 
"De forma Consecrationis," &c.] 

Is the Eucharist a Sacrifice of the New Testament? It is agreed amongst divines, even those who differ 
concerning the question proposed, that "Sacrifice is a religious rite, whereby a sacred person offers 
some creature, on the altar or holy table, to GOD in the way of a gift, to testify his own subjection, and 
that of those in whose behalf he offers, to Flim as the Creator and Supreme GOD." The genus of 
Sacrifice, therefore, is oblation, and consequently whatever is properly called a Sacrifice must be offered 
by a priest upon an altar, as a sacred gift to GOD; and that which is not so offered, is not truly a Sacrifice. 
The general end of Sacrifices is the testifying of our inward devoted subjection to GOD, as the supreme 
LORD, in like manner as tributes or gifts are given to kings for the acknowledgment of their supreme 
outward dominion. Which comparison St. Irenaeus uses, book iv. chap. 34. writing thus, "Therefore the 
oblation of the Church, which the LORD hath taught to be offered in the whole world, is esteemed by 
GOD a pure Sacrifice, and is accepted by Flim; not that Fie wants a Sacrifice from us, but because he who 
offers is himself honoured in what he offers, if his gifts be accepted. For our honour and affection 
toward a king is declared by our gifts." And so all nations by means of Sacrifices showed themselves 
devoted to the service of those gods to whom they offered; so the Jews testified their devotion to the 
true GOD. But, in truth, in the Sacrifices of these [Christians] there was yet another general end 
regarded, namely a representation of the oblation of CHRIST upon the Cross, through which all other 
oblations are accepted of GOD, whereas, without respect to that, they are hateful, or at all events 
useless. There were indeed besides, many and divers special reasons of Sacrifices, whence also the 



Sacrifices themselves were clivers, being either Eucharistic, or propitiatory, or impetratory; but the two 
afore-mentioned ends were in common regarded in all the Sacrifices whether of all nations or of the 
people of GOD. And that which hath thus far been said is placed beyond all hazard of controversy, so 
that he would be losing his labour who should go about to prove it at length; and he who would deny it, 
would be introducing a new signification of the word "Sacrifice," and removing landmarks that have 
been fixed. It was, however, in the last century, a point strongly affirmed on the one side, and denied on 
the other, that the mystery of the holy Eucharist is a Sacrifice as described in the manner aforesaid. This 
point, namely, (to pass by the refinements of others,) was disputed; whether, in the Eucharist, the bread 
and wine, and, after the mystical consecration, the Flesh and Blood of the LORD, are offered upon the 
holy table, as upon an altar, to GOD, for the testifying of His supreme dominion, and the 
commemoration or representation of the Sacrifice of CHRIST finished on the Cross. For there were, and 
yet are, many who believe that the holy Eucharist is a bare Sacrament, or sacred feast, not a Sacrifice, 
and who will have the aforesaid sacred symbols to be signs, indeed, whereby GOD doth declare and 
communicate His grace to the faithful, and represent the death of the LORD to their eyes, that they may 
not be taken with forgetfulness of it: but they deny them to be signs whereby the faithful testify their 
subjection to the Deity, and represent the Sacrifice of the Cross to GOD the FATHER, in order that by this 
memorial they may find favour in His eyes. This, I say, in the last century almost all the Protestants 
denied; it is still denied by many: it hath been affirmed, however, in this century, and is still affirmed, by 
not a few prelates and divines of the English Church, Laud, Abp. and Martyr, Mountagu, White, Fell, and 
others, bishops, and, of presbyters, Mede, Hammond, Thorndike, Beveridge, Sherlock, Hooper, &c., to 
whom may be added, from Scotland and Ireland, two most eminent Prelates, William Forbes and Jeremy 
Taylor; all, men illustrious for learning and piety, who would not have asserted it in their writings, unless 
they had seen firm grounds for this opinion, which it will be worth our while briefly to go over. [In the 
margin is added, "Burnet forte;" or possibly the text is--"Whiteus, Fellus, episcopi," and the note, 
"Burnet aliique forte."] 

To begin from what is the better known, there is in behalf of this opinion such a consent of the most 
ancient Fathers and successors of the Apostles, as is seen in scarcely any mystery of the Christian faith. 
St. Clement of Rome, in his epistle to the Corinthians, written while many of the Apostles were yet alive, 
§ 40. "We ought to do all things in order, whatsoever our LORD hath commanded us to observe; to 
celebrate the oblations and liturgies at the appointed times," &c.... and §. 44. "It will be no small crime 
if we eject those from the episcopal function, who offer the gifts in an unblameable and holy manner." 
Justin Martyr, in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, p. 259. sq. "The oblation of fine flour which was 
ordered to be offered for those that were cleansed from the leprosy, was a type of the bread of the 
Eucharist, which the LORD JESUS CHRIST ordered to be offered for the remembrance of the suffering 
which He underwent for those who are cleansed as to their souls from all wickedness;' in order that we 
may give thanks to GOD for having created the world, and all things in it for the sake of man, and for 
having delivered us from the wickedness in which we lived, and for having finally dissolved powers and 
principalities through CHRIST, who, according to His will, became subject to suffering." [Here follows a 
discussion of the right reading of the original text.] .... I prove it by other words which Justin Martyr has 
used, in that Dialogue with Trypho, p. 344. "We who, by the name of JESUS, believe, as one man, in GOD 
the Maker of all things, are indeed a priestly race unto GOD; as GOD also Himself testifies, declaring that 
we offer in every place among the Gentiles, victims pleasing to Him and pure. Verily, GOD accepts 
Sacrifices from no one save from His priests. All those, therefore, who, by His name, offer the Sacrifices 
which JESUS CHRIST delivered to be performed, namely, in the Eucharist of the bread and the cup, which 
are offered in every place by Christians, GOD beforehand testifies to be acceptable to Him. But He 
rejects those made by you, and those priests of yours, saying, 'I will accept none of your Sacrifices at 
your hands, for, from the rising of the sun to the going down thereof, My name is glorified among the 



Gentiles, &c.' "But concerning this passage of Malachi, I shall, in what follows, adduce other expressions 
of Justin and other Fathers. I now go on to testimonies of Irenaeus concerning the Eucharistic Sacrifice. 
[On the back of this leaf is a discussion of the question of Apostolical tradition, in regard to the 
Eucharist. What follows is on the next leaf.] 

I proceed to the second oblation, whereby the bread and wine, or symbols and sacraments of the Body 
and Blood of CHRIST, are offered by the priest to GOD the FATHER, and not only thanks are given to 
Him, for that He hath delivered His beloved Son to death for the redemption of the human race, but He 
is also entreated that, looking from heaven upon these holy signs of the New Covenant, He will become 
propitious to us, and not disdain to bestow upon us remission of sins, and other good things obtained to 
us through Christ. Such an oblation there is in the first Liturgy of Edward VI. [and also in the Scotch] in 
the following form, immediately after the words of institution, the consecrated symbols being present, 
"Wherefore, 0 LORD," &c.... There is rightly there made, and said to be made, that Eucharistic oblation, 
in observance of the sacred institution of CHRIST, who, pointing to the leading character of this 
sacrament, saith, "Do this for the commemoration of Me." Which words the Apostle reciting, (1 Cor. xi. 
25.) subjoins these words of his own, v. 26. "Wherefore as often as ye eat this bread," &c. From which it 
is plain, that the memory of the LORD'S Passion is to be celebrated not only by the mind inwardly, but 
also outwardly with the voice; and not by words only, but also in act. But is it in discourse to the people, 
or in prayer to GOD? That it is the latter that is to be done, rather than the former, is both pointed out 
by the very nature of a commemorative Sacrifice, in that therein we have to do with GOD, not with man; 
and also our SAVIOUR hath taught us by His pattern, inasmuch as, in the institution of this mystery, He 
discoursed not with His Apostles concerning the redemption of men, but blessed GOD His FATHER for it, 
and commanded the Apostles and their successors, all priests whatsoever, unto the end of the world, to 
do the same which He then did. Now, that our SAVIOUR gave thanks to GOD the FATHER for the 
redemption of the human race, now shortly to be accomplished by the offering of His Body and the 
shedding of His Blood, is most rightly gathered from the rites as well of the Jews as of the Christians, 
although the holy Evangelists have not expressed the matter or the form of the praise and prayer 
uttered by CHRIST. For the Jews, on festival days, not only praised GOD, as the LORD of all the creatures, 
in the ordinary form, for the creation of bread and wine, but made likewise especial mention of that 
benefit of winch the festive memory was then celebrated. And CHRIST accordingly, in the first Eucharist, 
gave thanks to GOD the FATHER, not only for creation but chiefly for redemption, the memorial 
Sacrament whereof He was then instituting, and, by His example and precept, appointed the same to be 
done now also by priests. Whence Justin Martyr, in his Dialogue with Trypho, p. 250, having before 
made mention of the Eucharistic bread says, "which we offer for the remembrance of the suffering," &c. 
. . . and Eusebius de Dem. Evang. lib. i. cap. 10. ... And that the primitive Christians strictly observed this 
institution of CHRIST, as well Eusebius bears witness as Justin Martyr, in the dialogue above cited. ... In 
which passage of Justin, and that above cited, thanksgivings are spoken of as being appointed by 
CHRIST, and made by the primitive Christians, both for the creation of food and of the creatures 
necessary, and also for redemption by the Passion. And this their practice is most clearly seen from the 
ancient liturgies. Of which I will quote one, and that of the greatest antiquity, and undoubtedly genuine, 
extant in the 8th book of the Apostolical Constitutions .... Compare other forms, prescribed, as 
appears, for sacred services, lib. vii. c. 26. But that CHRIST not only gave thanks to GOD for the 
redemption of man, but also prayed GOD His FATHER that He would make His Apostles, and them that 
should believe on Him through their word, partakers of that benefit; and that He prayed also for His 
Church; is further gathered from the constant practice as well of the Jews before Him as of Christians 
after Him. For, among the Jews, on feast days, the master of the family, holding a cup of wine, joined 
with the giving of thanks a long prayer, cited by Fagius, on Deut. viii. 10; which runs thus: "Have mercy, 
0 LORD our GOD, upon our Israel, even Thy people, and Thy city Jerusalem, and Sion the tabernacle of 



Thy glory," &c. . .. With regard to the Christians, in the Liturgies of St. James and of St. Clement, 
immediately after the words above recited, the priest goes on, "And we pray Thee," &c. which 
correspond remarkably to those forms of the Jews above mentioned, where they pray for the temple, 
and for Sion, the tabernacle of the glory of GOD. And this selfsame prayer, in which, through the Body 
and Blood of CHRIST represented on the altar, GOD is entreated to be propitious to us, and bestow upon 
men all good things, is that "propitiatory Sacrifice," or "unbloody immolation and propitiatory Sacrifice" 
of CHRIST, of which very frequent mention occurs in the writings of the holy Fathers. We have already 
above recited the words of Justin Martyr, where ****** 

[Distinctions of the English Church above other Congregations of Protestants, in practice and doctrine 
especially.] 

["Amongst his plans there is one in Latin, entitled ANGLICANS E Prerogativae, prae aliis Protestantium 
Coetibus, in Praxi et Doctrina speciatim. The titles of the chapters of this intended treatise are those 
which follow, in his own words, 'In Hierarchia,' &c. I have set down these titles to show what a singular 
esteem he had for the Church of England above all other reformed Churches, and to take occasion to tell 
the world, that, upon his deathbed, he desired it might be known that he died in her faith and 
communion, which he thought a pure and a sound part of the Catholic Church. But then, after these 
heads, he hath written in capitals DESIDERATA. ... For it cannot be denied that he was for restoring the 
pure primitive practices and discipline of the Catholic Churches, which continued more or less corrected 
in all Churches, till the Reformation.. .. And as he used to speak of the want of these things, as defects 
in the reformed Churches, so it was not without sorrow and indignation that he used to lament the 
corruption and depravation of them in the Church of Rome, to which his great love and zeal for pure 
ancient Christianity would no more let him be reconciled than any of those Martyrs who, for bearing 
their testimonies against her intolerable errors, have, here or elsewhere, resisted unto blood." See 
"Some account of Dr. Grabe, and of his Manuscripts," by Dr. Hickes, prefixed to "Some instances of the 
defects and omissions in Mr. Winston's Collection of Testimonies," &c.--pp. vi-x. 

Among the "Desiderata," enumerated in the page following of the MS., is "6. Circa Eucharistiam a 
Negatio Sacrificii," &c. 

The paper above quoted is in Vol. xx. of the Adversaria, No. 21. In the same Volume, No. 19, is a 
dissertation entitled, "Sacrificium Christianum ab Apostolis traditum," in which the authorities referred 
to in the last cited paper are quoted at greater length.] 

In the Ecclesiastical hierarchy, and the continued succession of Bishops from the Apostles, and the 
lawful ordination of priests.--chap. 1. 

In the celebration of the Eucharist, wherein is treated of the oblation of bread and wine, and the bread 
leavened, of the blessing, of the giving of thanks and prayers, of the breaking the bread, and of the 
priest himself taking the first portion of the oblations.--chap. 2. 

In the administration of Confirmation, &c.... 

The English divines teach that in the holy Eucharist the Body and Blood of CHRIST, under the species, 
that is, the signs, of bread and wine, are offered to GOD, and become a representation of the Sacrifice of 

CHRIST once made upon the Cross, whereby GOD may be rendered propitious. Daniel Brevint, &c. 

Jeremy Taylor.... 




[Preface to Edward VI.'s First Liturgy.] 


["It was with the same freedom that he used to lament the alterations that were made in the first 
Common Prayer Book of king Edward VI. which, as I find by a fragment among his English MSS., he 
designed to publish with notes."--Hickes, sup. cit. p. xiv. The above fragment is in Vol. xxii. of the 
Adversaria, No. 174.] 

Of the occasion of publishing by itself this form of Liturgy with annotations. Of the use of it, namely, to 
show how near the first reformers of the Church of England kept to the primitive institution of JESUS 
CHRIST, and the practice of His immediate followers, the holy Apostles and the ancient Christians; 
although they laid aside the later Popish abuses. Of the most certain and yet easy means of knowing the 
institution and practice of JESUS CHRIST, and of the first Christians in the Apostolical Churches, in this 
particular point. Of the obligation of keeping to, and complying with the said institution and practice_ 

§ 1. When I last year perused the two very learned and most excellent treatises of Dr. Hickes, concerning 
the "Christian Priesthood," and the "Excellency of the Episcopal Order," and found, by the occasion of 
the former, added at the end the form of the Liturgy and administration of the holy Eucharist, as the 
same was reformed by our bishops in the first year of Edward VI. and confirmed by act of Parliament, in 
which 

I was very much pleased with it, and wished that the same might, to the more common and better use, 
be published by itself, and with somewhat larger annotations. In which sentiment a very pious and good 
friend agreed with me, and, indeed, hath since, more than once, urged me to take upon me this small 
piece of work; which, therefore, after some delay, I have now done out of hand, in hopes that it will, 
some time and some way or other, tend to the honour of GOD, and the good of men. But if it should be 
asked, of what use the said form, with such annotations, can be at present, when it is out of use, I 
answer, that it will serve at least to show, to the honour of our forefathers, the first Reformers of this 
Church, how near they, concerning the celebration of that most holy Sacrament, kept to the primitive 
institution of it by our blessed SAVIOUR, and to the practice of His holy Apostles, and the first 
Apostolical Churches, although they changed and threw out many abuses and corruptions of this sacred 
ordinance, which were crept in afterwards, and at last established by Popish decrees and Councils of 

later ages. Such was, in the whole, the use of an unknown tongue in this holy office.And, not to 

mention the elevation of the consecrated elements to be worshipped by priest and all people, as JESUS 
CHRIST Himself, both GOD and Man in person, whom the Church of Rome believeth to be substantially 
and wholly present under the outward figures of bread and wine; nor to speak of some other faults of 
less moment; our Reformers justly redressed that grievous and grand sacrilege, as it is deservedly called 

by * * * * * 

But at the same time our first Reformers laid aside the [] they took not away all the substance, or 
beauty, and due order of the Eucharistical Office of prayers and thanksgivings, as others [Luther and 
Calvin] then had done beyond sea, insomuch that they hardly left a Prayer of Consecration of bread and 
wine at the holy table, of which the Archbishop of Spalato therefore justly hath written ******* 

No; our English Bishops were wiser, and, although they left the Church or Court of Rome upon the 
account of their intolerable abuses, yet, as they duly kept up their holy order, and episcopal dignity, so 
did they likewise retain the substance of the ancient Liturgy, or celebration of the holy Eucharist; yea, 
they rather made the Form and Prayer of Consecration better and fuller than it is in the Canon of the 
Mass, used in the said Church. 




For, whereas there GOD is entreated to sanctify the oblation of bread and wine, that they may be unto 
them the Body and Blood of CHRIST, in this English as also in the Scottish Liturgy, is, to the word 
"sanctify," added "by Thy Word and Holy Spirit;" of which both, not only the primitive Fathers make 
most frequent mention, when they speak of this matter, but there is also not one ancient Liturgy, except 
the Latin Canon, where the Holy Spirit is not expressly named, and desired to come, or to be sent down 
upon the proposited elements to sanctify them, as I have shown in the annotation upon the said place, 
and proved this Prayer of Consecration to be of Apostolical tradition. 

[The beginning of the next paragraph stood originally thus- 

"§ Now I think that our forementioned Reformers, for their true wisdom, as well as great prudence, in 
this point, are highly to be commended."] 

§. And since I mention "tradition" and Apostolical "tradition," knowing how much some [unknowing, 
qu.] people are offended at the very sound of it, I must show how little reason they have for being so, 
and that it is not only ***** but in some ****** 


[The Eucharistical Sacrifice.] 

[Published in the Pamphlet above referred to, "De Forma Consecrationis."] 

Of the Oblation of Bread and Wine in the Holy Eucharist. 

That action, which in the celebration of the holy Eucharist, hath ever been performed in all Christian 
Churches throughout the whole world by orthodox priests, even in the times of the holy Apostles, as 
also by heretics, which kept up that holy ordinance; and hath been observed under that notion, that our 
SAVIOUR did it Himself in the first institution of the blessed Sacrament; that action, I say, is doubtless of 
Apostolical tradition, and instituted by CHRIST, although it is not in plain terms recorded by the holy 
Evangelists; and ought, therefore, still devoutly to be observed in the celebration of that holy mystery. 

Now the oblation of bread and wine to GOD the FATHER, partly to agnize Him as the CREATOR, and 
Supreme LORD of all the world, partly to represent before Him the oblation of CHRIST'S Body and Blood 
on the Cross, to the intent that He might be propitious to them that offered, and for whom it was 
offered, and make them partakers of all the benefits of CHRIST'S Passion; such action, I say, hath in all 
Christian Churches throughout the world, ever been performed by Catholic priests, even in the Apostles' 
time, as also by the heretics that had any Eucharist; and hath been observed under that notion that 
CHRIST did it Himself, in the first institution of that holy Sacrament. 

Therefore, such an oblation is of Apostolical tradition, and instituted by CHRIST, although it is not in 
plain terms recorded by the holy Evangelists, and ought, therefore, still devoutly to be observed in the 
celebration of that holy mystery. 


LESLIE, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR .-Case of the Regale and Pontificate. §. xix. 


[In the "Preliminary Dissertation on the doctrine of the Eucharistical Sacrifice," prefixed to Skinner's 



"Office for the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper, or Holy Communion, according to the use of the 
Episcopal Church in Scotland," is an extract from a letter of Leslie's prefixed to "a valuable little tract, 
entitled, 'Sacrifice the Divine Service, &c. by J. Scandret, Priest of the Church of England.' This tract the 
compiler of the present Catena has been unable to meet with, and can, therefore, only give the extract 
quoted from Leslie's Letter by Skinner, which, as he observes, (p. 49,) "gives this ample testimony in 
favour of the subject matter" of Scandret's treatise. "Sir, I have perused with great pleasure the ensuing 
pious and useful treatise, committed to my hands. The subject you have undertaken vindicates the 
Church of England and her doctrine against the profane, the Papists, and Dissenters: and you have done 
it with that clearness and fulness, as was greatly desirable among us, in an age, when not only this great 
point of the Christian Sacrifice, but all parts of our religion, have been openly attacked;" concluding thus, 
"I desire your prayers, as you have those of your fellow labourer, brother, and faithful servant, CHARLES 
LESLIE. All Saints, 1706."] 

The seals which the Levitical priesthood were empowered to put to the covenant, which they 
administered to the people in the name of GOD, were circumcision and the Sacrifices, which were 
appointed as types of CHRIST, for the remission of their sins. 

The seals of the New Covenant are baptism and the LORD'S Supper, as commemorations and exhibitions 
of the Sacrifice of CHRIST already past, and a true, real conveyance of all the benefits of it to the worthy 
receivers, for the remission of their sins, and a pledge to assure them of heaven. 

Now surely these are greater and more glorious, and at least as efficacious, as the seals of the law; and, 
therefore, the priests of the Gospel, to whom CHRIST has committed the administration of these, are as 
truly and properly priests, empowered by CHRIST, to seal covenants in his name with the people, as the 
priests under the law.... 

.... And so, on the other hand, as we are commanded to sanctify GOD, and to esteem Him holy, the same 
is communicated to the priests, who represent Him, and officiate in His name, . . . (ver. 8.) "Thou shah 
sanctify him, therefore, for he offereth the bread of thy GOD; he shall be holy unto thee, for I the Lord, 
who sanctify you, am holy." The meaning of which is, that if GOD be holy, so must His priest be 
esteemed by us; not upon a personal account, as GOD is holy in Himself, and none but He, and some 
priests, as Hophni and Phineas, are sons of Belial, and know not the LORD; and there was a Judas among 
the apostles; but upon account of their office, which is holy, and that they offer the bread of our GOD, 
which is holy. 

Nor can the shewbread in the temple be called the bread of our GOD so properly, so strictly, so 
eminently, as the bread in the holy Sacrament, which is the body of CHRIST? And "we being many, are 
one bread, and one body; for we are all partakers of that one bread." (1 Cor. x. 17.) And does not then 
holiness and honour belong as much, at least, to the evangelical priesthood, who offer this bread of our 
GOD, as to the priests under the law, who set the shewbread upon the holy table in the temple? And is 
not the one as properly the office of a priest as the other?-Works, Vol. i. pp. 660. 665. 


BRETT, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-Brief Answer, &c. 


As to what has been said to prove the Christian Sacrifice in the holy Eucharist, I need not tell the reader, 
that this has been so fully made out, that no further evidence is necessary in its behalf. For if so many 



texts of Scripture, explained by the concurrent testimony of those ancient Fathers who have cited them, 
if Scripture or reason, if the agreement of all the ancient Liturgies, however different in other matters, if 
the most strictly literal expressions to GOD, in His holy worship; in a word, if antiquity, universality, and 
consent, if any one of these, much more if all of them together be good evidence, I am sure we do not 
want evidence. If the doctrines and practices of the Jewish Church, in relation to their Sacrifices, be 
evidence, we have hence still farther evidence. If the rites and usages of the heathen in their worship, 
and their explications of their sacrificial terms be evidence, we have evidence in abundance. 

The throughly learned and judicious Dr. Hickes, has taken such effectual pains in this argument, and 
confirmed his position with such variety of reading and reasoning, as may be carped at, but can never be 
answered to any purpose. 

The learned author, likewise, of the "Propitiatory Oblation in the holy Eucharist," has performed his part, 
very much to the satisfaction of the impartial reader. 

Thus convincingly have these two learned authors engaged in the present controversy; proving, by all 
the argument the thing is capable of, that our blessed SAVIOUR did leave His own Supper as a 
commemorative, eucharistical, material Sacrifice, a Sacrifice of impetration, as well as gratulatory, 
showing forth our SAVIOUR'S death, presenting it before GOD as our all-sufficient propitiation, and so 
being an especial means of obtaining the benefits of it for us; and in a word, that it is propitiatory.-pp. 
5 . 8 - 10 . 


ID.-The Christian Altar and Sacrifice. A Sermon. [On Heb. xiii. 10.] 


Dr. Heylin long ago, and of late Dr. Hickes, and the learned author of the "Propitiatory Oblation," have 
proved this to be the plain doctrine of this Church, contained in her Liturgy. And Dr. Heylin has showed 
that it was a doctrine freely owned by our best divines, even in their controversial writings against the 
Church of Rome, such as Archbishop Cranmer, Bishop Andrews, and Bishop Morton, and that it was 
acknowledged by those blessed martyrs of this Church, Fryth, Lambert, Philpot, Latymer, and Ridley, 
even at the time when they were called upon to give their testimony to the truth for which they 
suffered. 

The reverend and learned Dr. Hickes has since showed it to have been the professed and declared 
opinion of Bishop Overal, Bishop Taylor, Archbishop Laud, Mr. Mede, the Compilers of the Scotch 
Liturgy, &c_and even of Mr. Baxter himself.-Preface, pp. x. xi. 

But now the old question may be asked, cui bono? What signifies it to us, whether we believe the holy 
Sacrament of the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice or not? What need any disputes about it? All parties are 
agreed that it is an holy ordinance, instituted by CHRIST Himself, and that every good Christian ought to 
partake of it. 

But we may ask again, if it be not convenient, nay necessary, that all those who partake of this holy 
Sacrament, should understand and know what it is they do? Ought they not to be instructed in the 
nature and design of it, lest "they eat and drink unworthily, not discerning the LORD'S Body?" And how 
shall they "discern the LORD'S Body," if they are not taught that "the LORD'S Body," is there present? ... 


The next question then is, how is the LORD'S Body there to be discerned? It cannot be meant of the 






literal, natural Body of the LORD, as the Church of Rome blasphemously teaches; for St. Paul himself 
calls it "bread" and "wine," even at the very time it is to be eaten and drunk. "Let a man examine 
himself," says he, "and so let him eat of that bread and drink of that cup." How then can "the LORD'S 
Body" be there discerned otherwise than by representation? .... 

In the last place, then, we are to inquire how the Body and Blood of Christ is there represented? And it is 
evident from the Scriptures, that it is not the whole CHRIST, body, soul, and divinity, hypostatically 
united, as the Papists also blasphemously teach; and from thence as blasphemously infer that it is to be 
worshipped. That which is represented in the Eucharist is neither the divinity nor the human soul of 
CHRIST, but only His Body and Blood separated from both and from one another. The Blood is not 
represented by the element of wine, as in the body, but as shed and separated from it; which is utterly 
irreconcileable with, and plainly contradictory to the Popish doctrine of the mass. Our SAVIOUR, at His 
institution of this Sacrament, gave the bread and wine as representing His Body broken, and His Blood 
shed, or poured out from it. "This is my Body which is broken for you, this is my Blood which is shed for 
many." And when CHRIST'S real Body was broken, and His Blood shed, it was then separated, not from 
His divinity only, but from His human soul also, and died and was buried. The bread and wine, therefore, 
representing CHRIST'S Body, as broken, and His Blood as shed and poured out from it, can by no means 
represent, much less really be, the very individual glorified Body of CHRIST now in heaven, and 
personally united, not only to the human soul, but also to the divine nature. But it plainly represents 
CHRIST'S Body as given, that is, offered or sacrificed for us, for so our LORD Himself appointed it to do, 
saying, "This is my Body which is given," or offered "for you." It is evident, therefore, from the very 
institution, that the bread and wine in the holy Sacrament of the Eucharist, represent CHRIST'S Body and 
Bloodl as given, offered, or sacrificed for us; and are so full and perfect representatives thereof, that 
our LORD Himself thought fit to give to the bread and wine, the name of His Body and Blood. The 
consequence of all this is, that the bread and wine, in the holy Eucharist, do by the very institution 
represent the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Body broken, and His Blood shed; and that if we do not know and 
understand this, we cannot rightly "discern the LORD'S Body."--pp. xii-xv. 

From the whole, then, we may learn. 

First, If the holy Eucharist, as I trust has been sufficiently proved, be a visible material Sacrifice, 
representative of the one, true, and only meritorious and all-sufficient Sacrifice of CHRIST, of the same 
nature with, though of greater worth and dignity than the Jewish Sacrifices; it follows, that this cannot 
be the real and true Sacrifice of CHRIST Himself, as the Church of Rome most wickedly and absurdly 
teaches; to support which vain notion, she has invented the unintelligible doctrine of transubstantiation. 
For the representative cannot be the person represented; the thing signifying cannot be the thing 
signified: for the very notion of a representative implies something distinct from that which is 
represented by it. Those therefore who charge the doctrine of the Eucharistical Sacrifice as savouring of 
Popery, either know not what Popery is, or have no right notion of the Eucharist itself; for nothing can 
be more directly opposite to the doctrine of transubstantiation, or to "the Sacrifices of Masses, in the 
which it was commonly said that the priests did offer CHRIST for the quick and the dead," than this 

doctrine of the representative Sacrifice of the Eucharist.This doctrine, therefore, of a true and proper 

Sacrifice in the Eucharist, representing the one great and truly meritorious Sacrifice of CHRIST, is so far 
from savouring of Popery, that nothing can be more opposite to Popery than this is, nor can any other 
doctrine be so effectual to root out all Popish notions, relating to the blessed Sacrament of the altar, as 
this is. For if we deny the Eucharist to be a real and proper Sacrifice, we give the Papists a great 
advantage over us. Because they may easily prove from the institution of this Sacrament by CHRIST, 
from this and divers other texts of Scripture, and from the primitive Fathers of the Church, that it is a 
Sacrifice; and forasmuch as our Church declares, that "this LORD'S Supper is in such wise to be done and 




ministered as our LORD and SAVIOUR commanded it to be done, as the holy Apostles used it, and the 
good Fathers in the primitive Church frequented it" (Horn, of the Sacrament); they will easily show, that 
if we do not believe the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, we do not hold to this rule and declaration of our 
Church, and confute us from our own principles. 

And when they have thus confuted us, and clearly proved the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, and we have 
not instructed our people in the nature of this Sacrifice, what a mighty advantage do we give them to 
draw our people from us? For when they have thus convinced them of our error in so material a point, 
how easy may it be to persuade them that all our doctrines are erroneous also! But when we show our 
people the true nature of this Sacrifice, that it is not the very individual Sacrifice of C H RI ST Flimself, (for 
that was offered "once for all,") but only the memorial or representation of that Sacrifice, they will see 
clearly that the Popish Sacrifice of the Mass, wherein they pretend to offer CHRIST "for the quick and 
the dead," has no foundation either in the Scripture or the ancient Fathers, but is clearly opposite to 
them; forasmuch as the picture cannot be the man whose picture it is, nor the representative the 
person he represents. And therefore many of our best divines, in their controversial writings against the 
Church of Rome, have acknowledged it as the doctrine of our Church, that this "Sacrament is a Sacrifice 
which does represent the Sacrifice which CHRIST once offered; wherein we set before GOD the bread 
and wine as figures or images of the precious Blood of CHRIST shed for us, and of His precious Body; an 
unbloody Sacrifice instituted by GOD, instead of the many bloody Sacrifices of the law:" and thereby 
have clearly confuted the doctrine of transubstantiation and of the Mass. For how can this be an 
unbloody Sacrifice, or a Sacrifice without blood, if therein the very Blood of CHRIST was offered up to 
GOD? There cannot, therefore, be a better or more effectual preservative from Popery, as it has relation 
to the holy Sacrament of the altar, than this doctrine of the Eucharist being a true, proper, 
commemorative, representative and unbloody Sacrifice.--pp. 19--23. 

Secondly, If the holy Eucharist is a Sacrifice which, by our SAVIOUR'S institution, fully and perfectly 
represents the one great and meritorious Sacrifice of CHRIST upon the Cross, then it is much more 
excellent than any of the old legal Sacrifices: not more excellent in its own nature, (for bread and wine 
have nothing in the nature of them more worthy than the blood of bulls and of goats, than the libations 
of wine, or the oblations of fine flour, than shew-bread or incense,) but by virtue of the institution. For 
indeed there can be no natural virtue in any creature to make atonement for sin; nothing can satisfy for 
sin but the very Body and Blood of CHRIST Flimself. And the legal Sacrifices, under the Mosaical 
dispensation, were propitiatory, only as they were appointed by divine institution to be so, and as they 
were types or shadows of that just and truly meritorious Sacrifice of CHRIST. . . . And so, by this divine 
appointment, the Sacrifice of the Eucharist being offered according to the institution, becomes 
propitiatory, that is, renders GOD good and gracious to us, and procures His pardon and favour. 

In this respect, then, that is, by virtue of the divine institution, the Sacrifice of the holy Eucharist far 
exceeds all the Sacrifices of the law, and is far more excellent. For the Sacrifices of the law were, by their 
institution, but imperfect types of the great Sacrifice on the Cross. They were appointed to render GOD 
propitious or gracious, but in some cases and on some occasions, not in all. There was no Sacrifice that 
could make an atonement for murder, and some other heinous offences; but the Eucharistical Sacrifice, 
rightly and duly ministered and received, is an atonement for the greatest sins, and, by virtue of the 
divine institution, procures pardon for them, and renders GOD propitious and gracious to us being truly 
faithful and penitent, notwithstanding the foulest crimes. This Sacrifice is not an imperfect type, as the 
Jewish Sacrifices were, even by their institution, of the meritorious Sacrifice on the Cross; but it is, by 
virtue of the institution, the full and perfect representative of it, so as to convey to us all the benefits 
and blessings purchased by the original. Whatsoever sins CHRIST'S meritorious death and Passion made 
satisfaction for, whatsoever sins are cleansed by His Blood; the pardon of them is conveyed to every 



worthy receiver, in the holy Eucharist or Sacrifice of His representative Body and Blood. Now there are 
no sins but what CHRIST made a satisfaction for; the Scripture expressly teaching that "the Blood of 
JESUS CHRIST cleanseth us from all sin." "And He is the propitiation for our sins," whatsoever they be, 
"and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world." And He appointed this Eucharistical 
Sacrifice to convey to every particular person that should receive it, all the benefits of His Death and 
Passion. He appointed it to be such a perfect complete representative of His very Body which was 
broken, and of His very Blood which was shed for us, that He thought convenient to give it the name of 
His Body and Blood, saying, "Take, eat, this is my Body"--"Drink ye all of it; for this is my Blood." 
Therefore, as St. Paul says, "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the Blood of 
Christ? the bread which we break, is it not the communion of the Body of CHRIST?" That is, Are not all 
the blessings purchased for us by the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, communicated or conveyed 
to us by this Eucharistical Sacrifice of bread and wine? Undoubtedly they are. Since, then, by CHRIST'S 
Body broken, and His Blood shed, there is a satisfaction made, and a pardon obtained for all sins, it is 
manifest that this pardon is conveyed to every penitent and faithful receiver of the Eucharist; for that, 
the Scripture teaches, is the communion of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, the means by which He has 
appointed that the merits of His death shall be communicated to us: that is, the pardon and remission of 
all sins, of all transgressions. Since, therefore, the Sacrifices of the law could procure pardon for some 
sins only, not for all, and the Sacrifice of the Eucharist is appointed to procure and convey the pardon of 
all sins, of all transgressions, the Eucharist is manifestly a more worthy and acceptable Sacrifice, by 
virtue of the institution, than all the Sacrifices of the law. 

Thirdly, Forasmuch as the Eucharist is a Sacrifice, it is certain that none can administer it but a priest, 
one particularly called and appointed by GOD to that office, as was Aaron.... 

Fourthly, Since the Eucharist is a Sacrifice, an oblation appointed by GOD Himself, to render Him 
propitious and gracious, and has no intrinsic virtue in itself to procure pardon and grace, but all its worth 
and virtue is derived only from its institution, whereby it perfectly represents and conveys to us all the 
benefits purchased by the truly meritorious Sacrifice of CHRIST, let us be very careful to minister and 
partake of it as it was ministered by CHRIST, and received by His disciples. Let the priest, who represents 
CHRIST Himself on this occasion, in a more particular manner, as the steward or dispenser of His 
mysteries, be especially careful to perform every part of the oblation Himself as CHRIST did; not 
permitting the oblation to be made by any other hand, as is too commonly practised. I speak with regard 
to the placing the bread and wine on the altar. This is too frequently done by the clerk or sexton before 
the Office begins: a thing contrary to the nature of an oblation and the express directions of our Rubric, 
and by no means agreeable to CHRIST'S institution. For He Himself took the bread and the cup, and 
made an oblation of them to GOD, before He consecrated them, or declared them to be His Body and 
Blood. For "He took bread, and when He had given thanks He brake it." By taking the bread, and giving 
of thanks, He plainly made an oblation of it to GOD, before He brake it, and pronounced it to be His 
Body. We ought, therefore, as He did, to make an oblation of the elements to GOD, before we 
consecrate, or pronounce them to be the Body and Blood of CHRIST. Now the placing the elements on 
the altar, or the LORD'S table, makes them an oblation to GOD, and separates them from all common 
use; and to make an oblation or Sacrifice, is, as I have showed you, the proper office of the priest; and it 
is the highest presumption, and a great offence to GOD, for any one else to undertake it: therefore it is 
necessary that the priest place the elements on the table; for thereby it is that he makes them an 
oblation; he presents them to GOD, and having so presented or offered them, he then, as our Church 
also directs, blesses them, beseeching GOD to accept them, together with our alms; which are also by 
him placed there at the same time, saying, "We humbly beseech Thee most mercifully to accept our 
alms and oblations." Then, after some other prayers, suitable to the occasion, he consecrates, or 



declares them, in our SAVIOUR'S own words, to he the Body and Blood of CHRIST. But if the priest does 
not make an oblation of the elements before the consecration, he does not minister this Sacrament as 
CHRIST ministered it, and fails in a very material part, and consecrates what he has not first offered to 
GOD; which CHRIST did not do. 

And as the priest ought to minister this holy Sacrament, as it was ministered by CHRIST Himself, so 
ought the people to receive it, as it was received by His disciples; that is, they ought to receive the whole 
Sacrament, not a part of it only. Therefore the Church of Rome, which permits not the people to receive 
the Cup of the LORD, but the Bread only, is guilty of a sacrilegious sin, and a most high profanation of 
this Sacrifice. For when a Sacrifice or oblation is made to GOD, that which is so offered is then to be 
disposed of as GOD has appointed, and no otherwise? because GOD has a more particular, peculiar right 
in our oblations than in other things. . . . Therefore, when we have made an oblation of bread and wine 
at the LORD'S table, if we do not dispose of that bread and wine as He has directed, we are guilty of 
sacrilege. Now, when CHRIST instituted this holy Sacrifice and Sacrament, He gave the wine as well as 
the bread to all His disciples, saying, "Drink ye all of this." For this reason, if the wine as well as the bread 
be not given to all the communicants, then is not this oblation entirely disposed of according as GOD has 
directed, consequently there is a sacrilege committed. And the Church of Rome is guilty of this great 
abomination, in denying the cup to all but him that ministers, when CHRIST Himself communicated it to 
all that were present, and gave express command that we should do as He did. 

Fifthly, since the holy Eucharist is a Sacrifice perfectly representing by virtue of its institution, that great 
and truly meritorious Sacrifice of CHRIST Himself, so that the bread and wine which we offer is accepted 
in the sight of GOD, as the very Body and Blood of His only begotten Son, and as such is communicated 
to us; then, whensoever we rightly and duly make this oblation, we set before GOD the memorial of His 
SON'S death, put Him in mind of that meritorious Sacrifice which has made a full, perfect, and complete 
satisfaction for the sins of the whole world, For though things are at all times present with GOD, and 
therefore He needs no memorial, nothing to put Him in mind of any thing on His own account, as if He 
was forgetful, and did not always remember or know every thing; yet, in compliance with our infirmities, 
and to adapt Himself to our nature and capacities, He is graciously pleased to require us to put Him in 
mind of what He knows and sees infinitely better than we do. . . . Whensoever, then, we make a 
memorial before GOD, to put Him in mind of us, by our prayers, our alms, or our oblations, it is not 
meant that we put Him in mind of what otherwise He might forget, but only that we thereby engage or 
induce Him to be mindful of us, and to remember us for good. So when we set before GOD the 
memorial of His SON'S most meritorious Sacrifice, we plainly engage and induce Him to confer on us all 
the mercies and graces purchased for us by that all-sufficient Sacrifice; as pardon of sin, reconciliation to 
GOD, union with CHRIST, a pledge or earnest of eternal life, and grace and strength to enable us to work 
out our own salvation. 

But if this holy Sacrament be not a Sacrifice or an oblation offered to GOD, (as some have of late 
pretended, contrary to the doctrine of the holy Scriptures, and of the pure Catholic Church in the first 
ages of Christianity,) but only a commemoration made among ourselves, to put us only, and not GOD, in 
mind of CHRIST'S death, then there is no memorial offered to GOD; and if there be no memorial of 
CHRIST'S death offered to GOD in this service, then cannot this service engage or induce Him to confer 
on us the gifts and graces purchased for us by the all-sufficient Sacrifice of CHRIST, more than any other 
common service of prayer and praise: and if so, then is this Sacrament of no more worth and excellency 
than any other service of the church; and St. Paul's precept requiring a man to examine himself before 
he presumes to eat of this bread, and drink of this cup, was perfectly needless. For what occasion can 
there be for such an examination before this Sacrament, more than before any other ordinary duty, if no 
memorial be offered to GOD of a more excellent nature than our daily prayers and praises? But if there 



be a particular memorial offered to GOD in the holy Eucharist, a memorial of CHRIST'S all-sufficient and 
most meritorious Sacrifice, as undoubtedly there is, and that JESUS CHRIST is there "evidently set forth, 
crucified amongst us," and if evidently set forth as crucified, then evidently set forth as offered for us; it 
plainly follows, that when such a memorial is made to GOD, to put Him in mind of all that His SON has 
done or purchased for us, thereby to induce Him to confer on us all the mercies and graces obtained for 
us by CHRIST'S death; that we should be in a more especial manner careful to examine ourselves before 
we presume to make this offering, that we may not, by our impenitence, or want of faith, draw down a 
curse upon us instead of a blessing, and so eat and drink our own damnation. 

Sixthly and lastly, since, as the text assures, "We have an altar whereof they have no right to eat which 
serve the tabernacle," but we, by the rules of opposition, must have a right to eat of it, for it is our altar; 
let us not, by our own impenitence, unfaithfulness, or negligence, deprive ourselves of this right. Let us 
consider it as no small privilege to be admitted to partake of this altar, a privilege to which GOD would 
not admit His own chosen people the Jews, for the text plainly says, that they had no right to eat of it; 
and I have shewed to you, that, by the Mosaical law, they had no right to eat even of that Sacrifice 
which they themselves offered, even as a type of this. Since then GOD has vouchsafed to us Christians, a 
so much greater privilege than He ever before allowed to His own chosen people, if we put a slight and 
contempt upon this high and extraordinary privilege, we certainly deserve not to partake of any of those 
benefits designed to be conveyed to us by the right and due use of it. If we will not come to the LORD'S 
table, there to make our oblation of bread and wine to Him, as a memorial to put Him in mind of the 
Sacrifice of His SON, which there by Divine institution is fully and perfectly represented, and there to 
receive them from Him again, as the representative Body and Blood of CHRIST, conveying to us all the 
benefits of His meritorious Death and Passion, we can have no good grounds to hope that ever we shall 
partake of any of those benefits; and if we do not, what will become of us? ... Let us then never neglect 
this so beneficial a service, but as often as we have opportunity, let us make our oblation to GOD of the 
memorial of CHRIST'S Sacrifice, that by receiving it from Him again, we may therewith receive the 
pardon of our sins, reconciliation with GOD, the increase of strengthening grace, and become so firmly 
united to CHRIST, that nothing may ever be able to dissolve the union; but being begun here in grace, it 
may be consummated in glory, through the merits and mediation of the same JESUS CHRIST our LORD; 
to whom with the FATHER and the HOLY GHOST be ascribed, as most due is, all honour and glory, now, 
and for evermore. Amen.-pp. 25--40. 


ID.--True Scripture Account, &c. 


I shall only further observe that our Church shows that she understands the words "do this," to signify 
"offer this," and therefore orders the bread and wine not to be placed on the LORD'S table by any other 
than the priest, and requires him to place them there as oblations; for at the time that she restored that 
old Rubric which orders the priest to place the bread and wine upon the table, she also ordered him, at 
the beginning of the Prayer immediately following, to beseech GOD to accept our oblations. Which word 
"oblations" being not in that Prayer (but the word "alms" only) before the restoration of that Rubric, 
shows that the Church by adding that word to the word "alms" which was before in the Prayer, at the 
very time that she restored that Rubric, intended the priest should solemnly offer them there, and 
esteemed the priest's placing them there to be the making them "oblations," which they cannot 
properly be called when placed there by any other than a priest. For Mr. Johnson in his "unbloody 
Sacrifice," p. 4. Part I. having examined the several definitions which learned men have given of a 



Sacrifice, does from thence give this as a full description of it, viz. "Sacrifice is some material thing, either 
animate or inanimate, offered to GOD, &c. .. . [Vid. sup.] And he observes, p. 14. that "If we inquire into 
these rites, which were peculiar to Sacrifice, we shall find them to be no other but the very actions of 
offering them. I will not," says he, "pretend to say, that there never were any ceremonies esteemed 
necessary by some particular people, for some particular Sacrifices; but what I affirm is, that no rite is 
essential to Sacrifice in general, but only the very act or acts of oblation. For if it were otherwise, the 
Levitical Sacrifices were in reality null; for no rites were necessary in offering them, but sprinkling the 
blood, and burning the whole or part of the Sacrifice." (He might have added "heaving," or "waving," 
part of what was offered for a heave-offering or wave-offering.) "And I suppose it needs no proof, that 
these were the very rites by which the sacerdotal oblation was performed: by the sprinkling the blood 
the whole Sacrifice was consecrated to GOD, and the atonement made; and by burning a part or the 
whole upon the altar, GOD had what He required actually yielded to Him: so that these ritual actions 
were indeed no other but what were used as vocal signs, with which the Sacrifice was presented to 
GOD. The priest was not directed to use any words, but the actions were significant, and spake the 
thoughts of him that performed the office. Nor can I, upon the best inquiry I am able to make, find any 
(one) ceremony generally thought necessary for offering a Sacrifice, but only the actions whereby the 
Sacrifice was presented." And I conceive the priest's solemnly placing the bread and wine upon the altar, 
is as proper a rite as sprinkling the blood, or heaving or waving the Sacrifice or a part of it, or as burning 
it in whole or in part, or any other rite used by the Levitical priests.--pp. 84--86. 

And if it be offered as our Church directs, it has all the parts requisite to a complete Sacrifice. For there 
is first the material thing, bread and wine; secondly, an acknowledgment of the dominion and other 
attributes of GOD in the prayers and praises which accompany it, as likewise a desire to procure Divine 
blessings, especially remission of sins, which, as Christians, we expect and ask only through the merits 
and for the sake of JESUS CHRIST who bore our sins in His Body on the tree, and shed His Blood for the 
remission of them, and dignified these gifts, which we offer, with the name of His Body and Blood, and 
has made them truly His Body and Blood in power and effect. Thirdly, they are offered on a proper altar, 
the LORD'S table, a table set apart entirely for this service. Fourthly, they are offered by a proper officer, 
a priest regularly ordained to this office, and with an agreeable rite, a solemn placing them on the 
LORD'S table or altar. And lastly, they are consumed by eating and drinking in such manner as our LORD 
JESUS CHRIST, the Author of the Sacrifice, has appointed. Thus the Church of England has taken care 
that the holy Eucharist, may be duly celebrated as an oblation or Sacrifice, by directing the ministration 
of it to be performed in such manner that it may want nothing necessary to a true Sacrifice. If any of her 
priests wilfully maim it in a principal part, and do not himself solemnly and devoutly place them on the 
LORD'S table or altar, the fault is wholly in them and not in the Church, whose plain rule and precept 
they have no regard to.--p. 88. 

The essence of this Sacrament, therefore, consists, not, as he pretends it does, barely in the 
remembrance of CHRIST, and expressing that remembrance by partaking of bread and wine as 
memorials of His Body and Blood, but likewise in the doing or offering them in the same manner He did. 
This necessarily requires a particular person to execute this priestly office, who may do or offer as 
CHRIST did in the institution, and requires to be done by us till He come. A priest, therefore, is necessary 
and essential to the due administration of this Sacrament. He, as CHRIST did, and whose Person he on 
this occasion represents, must take bread and give thanks, and bless it, and break it, and give it .to those 
that are present, as "the Body of CHRIST," before they can partake of it. "In like manner, he must take 
the cup, and, having" eucharistized it, "or blessed it with thanksgiving, "he must give it to them" as the 
"New Testament in the Blood of CHRIST, shed for many for the remission of sins," that they may "all 
drink of it." And if the LORD'S Supper be not celebrated in this manner by a priest, then it is not 



celebrated in the manner CHRIST has appointed it to be done.--p. 132. 


We cannot, therefore, celebrate the LORD'S Supper except we have a priest standing in the place of 
CHRIST and representing Him, who may take the bread, and having given or offered it to GOD by 
devoutly placing it on His holy table, may then bless it by prayer and thanksgiving, and break it and give 
it to the communicants as the representative Body of CHRIST, and in remembrance of Him, of all that He 
did for us, and more especially His dying for us. The difference between the oblation which CHRIST made 
at His last Supper, and what we now make when we rightly and duly celebrate the LORD'S Supper, is 
only this--He offered bread and wine as representatives of His Body and Blood, in order that He might 
suffer and bear our sins in His Body on the Cross: we offer the same in remembrance that He did suffer 
and bear our sins there.--p. 135. i 


BENNET, PRESBYTER.—Rights of the Clergy. 


St. Clement of Rome, who wrote in the Apostles' times, plainly speaks of the Bishops presiding in the 
celebration of the LORD'S Supper. For nothing else can be meant by their "offering the gifts;" especially 
if we consider, that the Eucharistical elements are called a "gift" by St. Ignatius himself; and that this 
language is used by innumerable other writers, particularly those that are the most ancient; and 'tis 
notorious, that irpoatyiptiv signifies to offer a Sacrifice, such as all antiquity thought the Holy Eucharist 
to be; and that this word is particularly applied to the Holy Eucharist by Justin Martyr, and all 
antiquity.-p. 52. 

I have already shewn from St. Clement of Rome, who wrote in the Apostles' own times, and knew what 
method ought to be taken in the celebration of this ordinance, that the elements were consecrated by 
the Clergy; who consequently did something more than merely receive them after the same manner as 
the Laity did. And 'tis notorious, that all along in the following centuries this practice was constantly 
observed. So that we must not now reverse an established order by new fangled notions or pretend to a 
better understanding of Christian mysteries, than those very persons who learnt from the Apostles' own 
mouths, and were taught by them how to administer the Eucharist. The Jewish laity received the meat 
of their offerings, and applied it to an holy use, as much as the priest, who in some cases had his portion 
thereof; the laity also joined in the same ceremony of sacrificing, by being publickly present as the 
parties concerned, and bearing a share in the solemnity. And yet no man in his wits will conclude from 
hence, that the Jewish laity did properly sacrifice, or that it was not necessary for the priest in particular 
to do his office with respect to it. Even so in the Holy Eucharist, though the people do what the Clergy 
do, as far as relates to the reception and use of the elements; yet the Clergy must first consecrate the 
elements by prayer, before they become CHRIST'S mystical Body and Blood to either the Clergy or the 
laity.—pp. 308, 309. 

Nothing now remains, but that I consider an argument which is drawn from the practice of the Jewish 
Church. Tis pretended that the Christian Baptism succeeds the Jewish circumcision; that the Christian 
LORD'S Supper succeeds the Jewish Passover; and that the Christian preaching succeeds the Jewish 
teaching in Synagogues. And consequently, since circumcision and the Passover were administered by 
the laity amongst the Jews, and since the Jewish laity were permitted to teach in their synagogues; there 
is the same reason, why the Christian laity should also administer such Gospel ordinances, as succeed in 
the room of those Jewish observations ... 



1. With respect to circumcision, 'tis said that the Jewish laity did perform it, and that the Christian 
Baptism succeeds in the room of it. These two particulars I freely grant. For as the Jews were initiated by 
circumcision, so are Christians initiated by baptism. And we are assured, that Zipporah circumcised her 
son. Exod. iv. 25. Nor is it ever said, that the Jewish Priests did circumcise the children of that nation. 
Nor do the Jews to this day believe, that any particular administrator is necessary. So that from the 
beginning any person that could dextrously perform the operation, might lawfully circumcise. But what 
will follow from these concessions? Does not this very plea suppose that GOD never appointed any 
administrator of circumcision under the Law? and that He always acknowledged it to be His seal, by 
whomsoever that mark of distinction was impressed? Was not the bare instance of Zipporah a 
demonstration of this? 

She could not but be a lay person; and yet she was never blamed by Moses for executing that office, 
even though 'tis plain, that 'tis no case of necessity; for Moses himself, or any other proper 
administrator, might have been procured. But can anything like this be pleaded with respect to the 
ordinance of Christian Baptism? If so, this argument from the Jewish circumcision to the Christian 
Baptism will be unanswerably strong. But it appears from what I have already said, that nothing of this 
nature can be shown. For I have proved, that, from the very first plantation of the Christian Church, GOD 
committed the administration of Baptism to the Clergy, by giving them a particular and express 
commission to perform it; and that the administration of it was confined to them, not only in the 
Apostles' times, (which is abundantly sufficient) but also for the first three hundred years after CHRIST. 
And, I presume, GOD has not since that time made any such discovery of His divine will to our 
adversaries, as may warrant the alteration of that rule which He at the first was pleased to settle in His 
Church. 

Now my argument is entirely built upon the signification of GOD'S will. I do by no means deny, but that 
GOD might have left the administration of Baptism in common to all Christians, and made it as lawful for 
the Christian laity to perform it, as 'tis i on both sides allowed to have been for the Jewish laity to 
circumcise: but I affirm, that since GOD has been pleased to do otherwise; since He has from the 
beginning made it the business of the Clergy to baptize; since the Clergy have undoubted authority so to 
do, and the laity are so far from having the like authority, that the constant and uninterrupted practice 
of the Church, from the first promulgation of Christianity down to the end of the three first centuries, (in 
which period, surely, the laity had the best opportunity of knowing what liberty GOD would indulge 
them; nor did they want a true zeal to exercise it for as good purpose, as our adversaries can pretend 
to,) demonstrates that GOD restrained them from the administration of Baptism, and appropriated that 
office to the Clergy; therefore 'tis plain, that the laity must needs be guilty of a most heinous and 
provoking sin, if they presume to baptize, and thereby invade the property of the Clergy, and trample 
upon the authority of GOD, who bestowed it on them. 

2. With respect to the Paschal Sacrifice 'tis pleaded, that the masters of families offered it amongst the 
Jews, and that our LORD'S Supper succeeds in the room of it. Now I grant, that our LORD'S Supper 
succeeds in the room of the Jewish Passover; but then with respect to the oblation of the Jewish 
Passover, 'tis necessary for me to distinguish the times, there being a difference as to this particular 
between the practice before, and the practice after, the institution of the Jewish Priesthood. 

First, when the Passover itself was instituted, the Jewish Priesthood was not instituted. And accordingly, 
in the first institution of the Passover, the masters of families did, by GOD'S express command, sacrifice 
the lamb. 

Secondly, when the Jewish Priesthood was instituted, the sacrificing of the Passover was appropriated to 




the Priesthood by GOD Himself in a most solemn manner; and this was done before a second Passover 
was celebrated. For after that Aaron and his posterity had the priesthood conferred and entailed upon 
them, we read, that "the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, Speak unto Aaron," &c. . .. Lev. xvii. 1-7. And 
that this law was enacted before a second Passover was celebrated, is manifest; for this law is found in 
Lev. xvii. whereas in Numb. ix. we have these words, "And the LORD spake unto Moses," &c. ver. 1, 2, 3. 
So that though the first Passover was by GOD'S express command sacrificed by the masters of families, 
yet all the following Passovers were sacrificed by the Priests; nor was it lawful for the laity to celebrate 
the Passover, unless the Priest did his part therein. 

Now 'tis certain, that the most essential and solemn part in the Sacrifice of any beast, was the sprinkling 
or pouring of the blood. The laity themselves, provided they were clean, did usually kill the Sacrifices; 
but the oblation of the blood was appropriated to the Priests. This appears from GOD'S express 
institution. "If any man of you bring an offering unto the LORD, he shall put his hand upon the head," 
&c. Lev. i. 2. 4, 5. "And if his oblation be a Sacrifice of peace-offering," &c. Chap. iii. 1,2. "He shall bring 
his offering," &c. Chap. iv. 23, 24, 25. "He shall lay his hand," &c. ver. 29, 30. And that this was 
particularly required and observed at the Passover Sacrifice, appears from the following passages of 
Holy Writ. "Then they killed the Passover," &c. 2 Chron. xxx. 15, 16, 17. "So the service was prepared," 
&c. Chap. xxxv. 10. So that (not to mention what other particulars were either confined to the Priests, or 
permitted to the people) 'tis plain, that the Priest's action was necessary to the Sacrifice; that the strictly 
sacrificial part was restrained to him; and that though the people may be sometimes said to have 
sacrificed, yet 'tis only in a figurative sense, inasmuch as they furnished the offering, or bear a part in the 
solemnity, which was then only valid and acceptable to GOD, when the Priest discharged his office with 
relation to it. 

Nay, so punctual an observance did GOD require with respect to this Passover Sacrifice, that He made it 
unlawful for the Jews, after they possessed the promised land, to celebrate that feast in any other place 
than that which He chose. Thus they are commanded; "Observe the month of Abib, and keep the 
Passover," &c. Deut. xvi. 1-7. And, accordingly, since their dispersion into distant countries, and the 
destruction of their Temple, the Jews have not pretended to sacrifice the Passover; nor indeed have 
they offered any of those other Sacrifices, which God required to be offered in a certain place. 

From what has been said, it appears, that our adversaries cannot infer the lawfulness of the laity 
pretending to consecrate the LORD'S Supper, from the practice of the Jews touching the Sacrifice of the 
Passover. Because 'tis plain, that ever since the institution of the Priesthood, the oblation of that 
Sacrifice was always made by the Priest, and that no lay Jew could perform it.—pp. 353-363. 


POTTER, ARCHBISHOP.-Discourse of Church Government. 


Another power which our Lord has left to His Church, is that of consecrating the Eucharist, or LORD'S 
Supper. The first Eucharist was consecrated by our LORD Himself, a little before His Passion. At the same 
time He gave His Apostles commission to do as He had done: "Do this," said He, "in remembrance of 
Me." Yet this office was not so strictly appropriated to the Apostles, but that it might lawfully be 
executed by the ministers of the second order... 


In the primitive Church the Bishop consecrated, when he was present. Which appears from the before 
cited passage of Justin Martyr, where he tells us, that, sermon being ended, the elements of bread and 




wine mixed with water, were brought to the President of the brethren, who immediately proceeded to 

consecrate them by prayer and thanksgiving. In the Bishop's absence, it was common for the 

Presbyters to consecrate; but they neither did this, nor any other act of their office, without the Bishop's 
direction or allowance.... 

What part the Deacons had in this office, may be learned from the fore-mentioned passage of Justin 
Martyr, where he tells us, that, when the bread and wine had been consecrated by the president, it was 
customary for the Deacons to distribute them among the people who were present, and to carry them 
to such as were absent. Which power was not thought to imply any power in the Deacons to consecrate 
this Sacrament; but they did it as the Bishops' and the Priests' ministers, as we are expressly assured by 
the Apostolical Constitutions.... 

It will here be enquired, why Deacons, who were allowed to administer Baptism, never consecrated the 
LORD'S Supper? To which this might be a sufficient answer, that Baptism was always reckoned one of 
the lowest ministries, and therefore was usually committed by the Apostles to Ministers of the lower 
orders, as was before observed: or that Baptism, being the rite of admission into the Church, was 
thought more necessary than the LORD'S Supper; which reason is commonly assigned by the ancient 
Fathers, for permitting laymen to baptize, when any person was in danger of leaving the world 
unbaptized. But there is yet a further reason, why none but Bishops and Presbyters here ever 
consecrated the LORD'S Supper; viz. Because the LORD'S Supper was always believed to succeed in the 
place of Sacrifices; consequently, as none beside the High Priest and inferior Priests, were permitted to 
offer Sacrifices under the Jewish Law; so, the LORD'S Supper was consecrated by none but Bishops and 
Presbyters, who alone are Priests in the Christian sense of that name. It is not my design to explain the 
nature and ends of the LORD'S Supper, any further than these may lead us to the proper minister of it, 
and therefore I shall only hint a few things necessary to this purpose. 

Here, then, it may be remembered, that, in the ancient Sacrifices, both among the Jews and Heathens, 
one part of the victim was offered upon the altar, and another reserved to be eaten by those persons, in 
whose name the Sacrifice was made; this was accounted a sort of partaking of GOD'S Table, and was a 
federal rite, whereby He owned the guests to be in His favour and under His protection, as they by 
offering Sacrifices acknowledged Him to be their GOD .... In the Christian Church there is only one 
proper Sacrifice, which our LORD offered upon the Cross; and consequently Christians cannot partake of 
any Sacrifice in a literal and strict sense, without allowing Transubstantiation. Lest, therefore, they 
should want the same pledge, to assure them of the Divine favour, which the Jews enjoyed, our LORD 
appointed the elements of bread and wine to signify His Body and Blood offered in Sacrifice; whence 
they are expressly called His Body and Blood; it being common for representatives to bear the name of 
those things or persons, which they represent: "And as they were eating, Jesus took bread," &c. The 
elements were not His real Body and Blood, nor understood to be so by the Apostles, or any primitive 
Father: but they were the symbols of His Body and Blood, the partaking whereof is all one to the 
receivers, and does as much assure them of the favour of GOD, as if they should eat and drink the real 
Body and Blood of CHRIST offered upon the Cross. To this purpose is the following discourse of St. Paul: 
(1 Cor. x. 16—21.) "The cup of blessing," &c. Where it may be observed: 1. That eating the LORD'S Supper 
is the same rite, in the Christian Church, with eating the things offered in Sacrifice among the Jews and 
Heathens. 2. That it is an act of communion or fellowship with GOD, at whose table we are said to be 
entertained; and therefore it is declared to be inconsistent with eating the Gentile Sacrifices, which is an 
act of communion with devils, to whom those Sacrifices are offered. 3. That it is an act of communion 
between Christians, who eat at the same table, and by that means are owned to be members of the 
same evangelical covenant under CHRIST. Whence the Apostle declares in another place, that the Jews, 
who are not within the Christian covenant, and consequently not in communion with CHRIST and His 




Church, have no right to partake of the Christian altar: "We have an altar," says he, "whereof they have 
no right to partake who serve the tabernacle." (Heb. xiii. 10.) Hence it is manifest that to eat the LORD'S 
Supper, is to partake of the Sacrifice of CHRIST which is there commemorated and represented. For 
which reason the most primitive Fathers speak of eating at the Christian altar: "He that is not within the 
altar," says Ignatius . . . "is deprived of the bread of GOD:" where by "the bread of God," he means the 
Sacrament, which GOD imparts to Christians from His own table, which this Father calls "the altar." And 
the LORD'S Supper is called an "oblation," a "Sacrifice," and a "gift." Thus, in Clemens of Rome: "It is no 
small crime, if we depose those from their episcopal office, who have unblameably and holily offered 
the gifts." Where he manifestly takes this phrase of "offering gifts" in the sense wherein the Jews and 
our LORD used it: "If thou bring thy gift unto the altar," says our LORD, &c. Matt. v. 23, 24. Where "gift" 
is put for "Sacrifice." Justin Martyr, in several places of his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, calls the 
Eucharist a "Sacrifice"... Irenaeus calls the Eucharist, "the oblation of the Church," &c. In another place, 
where he speaks of our LORD'S instituting the Eucharist, he has these words: "He taught the new 
oblation of the New Testament," &c. And in the Fathers of the next age, to consecrate the LORD'S 
Supper is so constantly called prosferein in Greek, and offerre in Latin, that is, to "offer" it, that it is 
needless to cite any testimonies from them. So that it is plain, both from the design and nature of the 
LORD'S Supper, and from the concurrent testimony of the most primitive Fathers, who conversed with 
the Apostles or their disciples, that it was reckoned through the whole world to be a commemorative 
Sacrifice, or a memorial of our LORD offered upon the Cross, which, being first dedicated to GOD by 
prayer and thanksgiving, and afterwards eaten by the faithful, was to all intents the same to them, as if 
they had really eaten the natural Body and Blood of CHRIST, which are thereby represented. The 
consequence whereof, as explained by the constant practice of the Church in all ages, is, that they who 
consecrate this Sacrament, must be Priests in the Christian sense of this name, as was before observed. 
But it is not to be wondered, that those of the reformed religion have either wholly abstained from the 
names of Sacrifice, and oblation, or mentioned them with caution and reserve, in explaining this 
Sacrament, which were used by the primitive Fathers in a very true and pious sense; since they have 
been so grossly abused by the Papists in their doctrine of Transubstantiation, which is the daily occasion 
of many superstitious and idolatrous practices, and has for several ages given infinite scandal both to 
the Jews and Gentiles, and to the Church of GOD.-pp. 261-274. 


HUGHES, PRESBYTER.-Dissertationes Prooemiales &c. 

[Prefixed to his edition of S. Chrysostom de Sacerdotio. From the translation in the Appendix to Hickes' 
Two Treatises, vol. ii. pp. cccxxii. sq.] 


I cannot but observe from St. Cyprian, that the Eucharist is called a "true and full Sacrifice," which the 
Priest offers to GOD the FATHER; and while he is offering it, acts in the stead of JESUS CHRIST Himself 
our great High Priest. And if the case be so, if the Eucharist is a true Sacrifice, if, as often as the Priest 
offers this Sacrifice, he acts in the stead of JESUS CHRIST Himself, what can be more plain and manifest, 
than that no man ought to offer up this venerable Sacrifice, but he who is called of GOD, but he who is 
ordained and consecrated after the lawful and ordinary manner?-p. cccclxxxvi. 

But before we produce the holy Fathers, it may not be foreign to my purpose to answer an objection 
brought from Scripture, which our sons of Corah frequently allege, and in which they are wont 
egregiously to boast, as an objection of very great force. The Eucharist, say they, is instituted in the 



room of the observance of the Passover; and for that reason we cannot better learn who are the 
ministers of this Sacrament, than by well considering who were the ministers of that observance. For it 
cannot be doubted, but that the laics among Christians have the same power and authority in things 
sacred, and especially in the administration of this Sacrament, which they had among the Jews in holy 
functions, particularly in the celebration of the Passover. But it appears, say they, most evidently from 
the very institution of the Passover mentioned in the Old Testament, that the celebration of the Paschal 
Supper did not belong to the priests, but to the whole multitude of the Israelites, to the fathers of 
families. From hence they argue most strenuously, that the celebration also of the LORD'S Supper 
(which succeeded in the room of the Passover) appertains to all the multitude of the faithful; and that all 
the laity have right, both of consecrating the elements, and of administering to themselves. I readily 
grant, that the case is this; and that the father of the family did at his own home sacrifice a lamb, in the 
name of all the family; and that, in that regard, he retained the ancient right of priesthood, which 
belonged to the first-born, or fathers of families. [That what is here asserted of the Passover, is to be 
confined to the times before the institution of the Levitical Priesthood, see proved in the 
Advertisement.... at the end of this Appendix [to Hickes].] But, unless I am very much mistaken, it is so 
far from following from hence, that our laics have a right to administer the LORD'S Supper, that the 
contrary will be very easily proved from it. 

The fathers of families did, at their own homes, slay the Paschal lamb, viz. because it was a private 
sacrifice, instituted of GOD for that end, that it should be eaten in every family. It was by no means of 
the number of those Sacrifices, which were brought to the temple and offered up in a public manner. 
The Paschal Supper did not any way belong to the public worship of the temple; but was confined within 
the walls of private houses, and had all the appearance of a private commemoration. If, therefore, our 
most blessed SAVIOUR had so instituted his Sacrament of the Eucharist, as that it should not be 
celebrated in public assemblies, but that every one should in his own private house administer it to 
himself and to his family; there would, indeed, be some weight in this argument. But since it evidently 
appears, both from Sacred Writ, and from the constant practice of the Catholic Church, that the holy 
Eucharist is to be accounted among the chief offices of the public worship; the contrary, in my opinion, 
does manifestly follow from it. It was our blessed SAVIOUR'S will, that the commemoration of His bloody 
Passion should have the chief place in the public offices; and that it should have the nature of a 
commemorative Sacrifice, far more .noble than that typical and figurative one, made use of among the 
Jews. It was His intent, therefore, without all doubt, that this public commemoration should be 
celebrated by the public ministers of His Church; that this commemorative Sacrifice should be offered 
up by the public Priests. It was necessary that the Jews should, from their own principles, understand 
our SAVIOUR thus; for their public Sacrifices were slain by their Priests only. Nothing was here claimed 
by the laity, nothing by the Fathers of families. Therefore the argument drawn from the Paschal Supper 
is trivial, and of no force. For there is a very great difference between the Paschal Supper, which was a 
private Sacrifice, and the Supper of the LORD, which is a public Sacrifice, and claims the chief among the 
public offices.--pp. ccccxciii-ccccxcv. 


LAURENCE, BISHOP.--The Bishop of Oxford's Charge considered. 


In this sense of a "proper Sacrifice," there never was but one proper Sacrifice in the world, my lord, and 
that was the Sacrifice of the real Body and Blood of CHRIST at His death. This proper Sacrifice was but 
once offered; and, in comparison of this, not one of the Jewish or Patriarchal Sacrifices was a proper 



Sacrifice; they had nothing in them of intrinsic worth or value to take away sin; and, therefore, in this 
exalted sense, were not proper Sacrifices, any more than that of bread and wine at the Christian altar. 

And then, if by "proper Sacrifice," your lordship means something material offered to GOD, and, by 
Divine institution, appointed to represent to Him the one only proper meritorious Sacrifice of the death 
of His SON;--if your lordship designs such a Sacrifice as is representative of the Sacrifice of CHRIST'S 
death, and calls this a "proper Sacrifice," then, my lord, it is acknowledged, that such a "proper 
Sacrifice," in this secondary sense, has been taught, and not only warmly asserted, but firmly proved to 
be offered to GOD in the Sacrament of CHRIST'S Body and Blood; and that this Sacrifice is as proper a 
Sacrifice offered to God as any of the Jewish Sacrifices were.... 

In all which it is evident at first sight, that this Article (xxxi.) asserts the offering of CHRIST once made, to 
be that one only self-sufficient Sacrifice which had an intrinsic value and worth in itself to take away sin; 
and therefore, the Article calls it "perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction," and says, that 
"there is none other satisfaction for sin, but that alone"; for, indeed, there never was any other: because 
it was "impossible that the blood of bulls, or of goats," or indeed any other, the most excellent, material 
offerings, under the Patriarchal, Jewish, or Christian dispensation, "should take away sins," I. e, by their 
own intrinsic worth and merit; but yet, by Divine institution, they were made types and representations 
of CHRIST'S Sacrifice, and, as such, the means of procuring remission. So that the Article's saying, there 
is "none other satisfaction for sin," does not signify, that there are no other means of remission of sin; 
for there are others under the Christian dispensation, vim. Baptism, the LORD'S Supper, and priestly 
absolution, by Divine appointment. But the true sense of "there is none other satisfaction," is, that there 
is nothing but the death of CHRIST that has any real intrinsic value in itself, adequate to the righteous 
demands of Infinite Justice, to take away sin; for which reason the Church makes use of the word 
"satisfaction," to express the inestimable, self-sufficient merit of that price, which was of full and perfect 
value, and, therefore, fit and exactly proper for the Divine wisdom and justice to accept of for the 
redemption of sinners. 

And 'tis only for this reason that the Article condemns the Sacrifices of Masses, for "blasphemous fables, 
and dangerous deceits," because the Romanists pretend that CHRIST is again really offered to GOD in 
those Sacrifices; that His very Body and Blood are substantially (and not representatively) then present 
at their altars, and offered to GOD daily by the priests for the sins of the world; making thereby these 
their pretended Sacrifices of CHRIST'S real Body and Blood, equal in worth and value to His own oblation 
of Himself, which He offered but once upon the altar of the Cross. This is blasphemy with a witness; but 
what has all this to do with the doctrine of that Sacrament, of real bread and wine, which has been 
lately revived, and convincingly taught, and proved, by the excellent writers of our Church? Do they 
teach that this Sacrifice is "that perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction for all the sins of the 
whole world," &c. which the Article speaks of? or, do they say, that it is "another satisfaction" for sin, 
besides that one "perfect satisfaction" which CHRIST made once upon the Cross to Divine Justice; as the 
Church of Rome says their Sacrifice of the Mass is? No, my lord, our writers have taught no such 
doctrine, but the direct contrary, viz. that the Christian Sacrifice of bread and wine has no real intrinsic 
worth or excellency in itself; that it is only a Sacrifice representative of CHRIST'S one meritorious 
Sacrifice of Himself, as the Jewish Sacrifices were only types thereof, and not proper satisfactions in 
themselves to propitiate the Divine nature; that its whole worth and value is owing only to Divine 
institution, as that of the Jewish Sacrifices was; and that it is only a Sacrifice, or offering, made to GOD to 
put Him in mind (as it were) of the all-sufficient Sacrifice of His SON; to beseech Him, for the sake 
thereof, and of that only, to be propitious and merciful to us; and to express our unfeigned thankfulness 
and gratitude for the infinite benefit of our redemption, purchased by the Sacrifice of the death of 
CHRIST. This directly overthrows the Popish pretended Sacrifice of CHRIST'S real Body and Blood in the 



Mass; the very nature of it is such, that it highly agrees with, and constantly expresses the sense of our 
31st Article, that "there is none other satisfaction for sin, but that alone" which was made by the death 
of CHRIST, once upon the Cross; because this Sacrifice of bread and wine is only a representation (not 
the reality) of that satisfaction which the Article speaks of, and, therefore, is no ways inconsistent with 
that Article of our Church.-pp. 13-18. 


LAW, PRESBYTER AND CONFESSOR.-Demonstration, &c. 


[Demonstration of the gross and fundamental errors of a late book, called "A plain Account of the 
Nature and End of the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper," &c.] 

The plain truth is this: the institution consists of those two essential parts just mentioned; that is, in 
offering, presenting, and pleading before GOD, by faith, the atonement of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, and 
in owning Him to be a principle of life to us, by our eating His Body and Blood; this is the entire, whole 
institution.... 

And yet this poor man [The Author of the "Plain Account."] (for so I must call one so miserably insensible 
of the greatness of the subject he is upon) can find nothing in the institution, but, first, bread and wine, 
not placed and offered before GOD, as first signifying and pleading the atonement of His SON'S Body 
and Blood, and then eaten and drunk in signification of having our life from Him; but bread and wine set 
upon a table, to put the people that see it in mind, that by and by they are to exercise an act of the 
memory;-and then, secondly, this same bread and wine afterwards brought to every one in particular, 
not for them to know or believe that they are receiving any thing of CHRIST, or partaking of any thing 
from Him; but only to let them know, that the very instant they take the bread and wine into their 
mouth, is the very time for them actually to excite that act of the memory, for the exciting of which 
bread and wine had been set upon a table.-pp. 94, 5. 

Now here it may be proper for you to observe, that whatever names or titles this institution is signified 
to you by, whether it be called a Sacrifice propitiatory or commemorative, whether it be called an holy 
oblation, the Eucharist, the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of CHRIST, the Sacrament of the LORD'S 
Supper, the heavenly banquet, the food of immortality, or the Holy Communion, and the like, matters 
not much. For all these words or names are right and good, and there is nothing wrong in them, but the 
striving and contention about them. 

For they all express something that is true of the Sacrament, and therefore are, every one of them, in a 
good sense, rightly applicable to it; but all of them are far short of expressing the whole nature of the 
Sacrament, and therefore the help of all of them is wanted. 

He therefore that contends for one name, as the only proper one, in exclusion of the rest, is in the same 
mistake, as he that should contend for one name and character of our SAVIOUR, as the only proper one, 
in exclusion of all the rest.-pp. 122, 3. 

Do you, therefore, reject this author's wisdom of words which he proposes to you, and be content to be 
devout without it. Be glad to know, that as the nature, office, and condition of our SAVIOUR, could not 
be made known to us, but by a variety of different names and titles ascribed to Him, so the nature and 
end, and effects of this Holy Sacrament could not be made known to us, but by a variety of different 



names and titles ascribed to it; that in one respect it is a "propitiatory" Sacrifice, in another a 
"commemorative" Sacrifice; in one respect it is the seal and renewal of the covenant between GOD and 
man, in another the "food of immortality," the "life of the soul," the "bread" that came down from 
heaven, the "tree of life;" that in one respect it is the Holy "Eucharist," in another the Holy 
"Communion." 

And be assured, that he who tries to set these expressions at variance with each other, and would 
persuade you that, if one is a true account of the Sacrament, the others cannot be so, is as vain a 
"disputer of this world," as he that would persuade you that, if our SAVIOUR be the "seed of the 
woman," He cannot be essentially "the SON of GOD;" or that if He be the "Lamb" of GOD, He cannot be 
the "bread of life." 

The reason why this Sacrament is said in one respect to be a "propitiatory," or "commemorative" 
Sacrifice, is only this: because you there offer, present, and plead before GOD, such things as are, by 
CHRIST Himself, said to be His "Body" and "Blood given for you:" but if that which is thus offered, 
presented, and pleaded before GOD, is offered, presented, and pleaded before Him only for this reason, 
because it signifies and represents, both to GOD, and angels and men, the great Sacrifice for all the 
world, is there not sufficient reason to consider this service as truly a Sacrifice? Or even supposing that 
the calling this service a Sacrifice is no more, according to a certain literal exactness of some critics, than 
when our SAVIOUR says of Himself, "I am the resurrection and the life," or that a quibbler in words may 
be able to object as much against it, as against our SAVIOUR'S saying of Himself, "I am the resurrection 
and the life," have you any reason to dislike it on that account, or to wish that such little critics might 
find more of their empty, superficial, worthless niceties, in the language of the Church, than in the 
language of Scripture?--pp. 126--128. 


WHEATLY, PRESBYTER.--Illustration of the Common Prayer. 


"And if there be a Communion, the Priest" is then also to "place upon the Table so much Bread and 
Wine as he shall think sufficient." Which rubric being added to our own Liturgy at the same time with 
the "oblations," in the Prayer following, (i. e. at the last review), it is clearly evident, as Bishop Patrick 
has observed, that by that word are to be understood the elements of bread and wine, which the Priest 
is to offer solemnly to GOD, as an acknowledgment of His sovereignty over His creatures, and that from 
henceforth they might become properly and peculiarly His. For in all the Jewish Sacrifices, of which the 
people were partakers, the viands or materials of the feast were first made GOD'S by a solemn oblation, 
and then afterwards eaten by the communicants, not as man's, but as GOD'S provision; who, by thus 
entertaining them at His own table, declared Himself reconciled and again in covenant with them. And 
therefore our blessed SAVIOUR, when He instituted the new Sacrifice of His own Body and Blood, first 
"gave thanks and blessed" the elements," i. e. offered them up to GOD as LORD of the creatures, as the 
most ancient fathers expound that passage; who, for that reason, whenever they celebrated the holy 
Eucharist, always offered the bread and wine for the Communion to GOD, upon the altar, by this, or 
some such short ejaculation, "LORD, we offer Thee Thy own, out of what Thou hast bountifully given 
us." After which they received them, as it were, from Him again, in order to convert them into the 
sacred banquet of the Body and Blood of His dear SON.-p. 280. 


The alms, and devotions, and oblations of the people being now presented to GOD, and placed before 
Him upon the holy table, it is a proper time to proceed to the exercise of another branch of our charity, I 



mean that of intercession. Our alms perhaps are confined to a few indigent neighbours; but our prayers 
may extend to all mankind, by recommending them all to the mercies of GOD, who is able to supply and 
relieve them all. Nor can we at any time hope to intercede more effectually for the whole Church of 
GOD, than just when we are about to represent and show forth to the divine Majesty that meritorious 
Sacrifice, by virtue whereof our great High Priest did once redeem us, and for ever continues to 
intercede for us in heaven. For which reason we find that the ancient and primitive Christians, whenever 
they celebrated these holy mysteries, used a form of intercession for the whole Catholic Church. But 
there is this difference between our practice and theirs, that, whereas we use it immediately after the 
placing the elements upon the table, it is in all the ancient Liturgies, except in St. Mark's and the 
Ethiopian, deferred till after the Consecration.--p. 285. 


[Of the Prayer of Consecration.] 


And this [the repetition of the words of institution] is certainly a very essential part of the service. For 
during the repetition of these words, the priest performs to GOD the representative Sacrifice of the 
Death and Passion of His SON. By taking the bread into his hands, and breaking it, he makes a memorial 
to Him of our SAVIOUR'S Body broken upon the Cross; and by exhibiting the wine, he reminds Him of His 
Blood there shed for the sins of the world; and by laying his hands upon each of them, at the same time 
that he repeats those words, "Take eat, this is My Body," &c. and "Drink ye all of this," &c. he signifies 
and acknowledges that this commemoration of CHRIST'S Sacrifice so made to GOD, is a means instituted 
by CHRIST Himself to convey to the communicants the benefits of His Death and Passion, viz. the pardon 
of our sins, and GOD'S grace and favour for the time to come. For this reason we find that it was always 
the practice of the ancients, in consecrating the Eucharist, to break the bread, (after our SAVIOUR'S 
example,) to represent his Passion and Crucifixion. The Roman Church, indeed, instead of breaking the 
bread for the communicants to partake of it, only breaks a single wafer into three parts, (of which no 
one partakes,) for the sake of retaining a shadow at least of the ancient custom. 

Very judiciously, therefore, did our good Reformers (though they ordered "these words to be said, 
turning still to the Altar, without any elevation or showing the Sacrament to the people," yet) restore 
these other ceremonies to avoid superstition: and yet this very restoration of them is charged as 
superstitious by Bucer; who, therefore, objects to them, and prevails for the leaving them all out. . . . 
The taking of the bread and the cup into the hands, have indeed since been restored, viz. first to the 
Scotch Liturgy, and then to our own, even at the request of the Presbyterians, at the last review.... 

But besides this, our Liturgy at that time suffered a more material alteration; the Prayer of Oblation, 
which by the first book of King Edward was ordered to be used after the Prayer of Consecration, (and 
which has since been restored to the Scotch Common Prayer,) being half laid aside, and the rest of it 
thrown into an improper place; as being enjoined to be said by our present rubric, in that part of the 
Office which is to be used after the people have communicated; whereas it was always the practice of 
the primitive Christians to use it during the act of Consecration. For the holy Eucharist was, from the 
very first institution, esteemed and received as a proper Sacrifice, and solemnly offered to GOD upon 
the altar, before it was received and partaken of by the communicants. In conformity whereunto, it was 
Bishop Overall's practice to use the first Prayer in the Post Communion Office between the Consecration 
and the administering, even when it was otherwise ordered by the public Liturgy.-pp. 303--305. 



RIDLEY (GLOCESTER), PRESBYTER.-The Christian Passover. 


I design in this and some subsequent discourses, to lay before you the nature of the LORD'S Supper, and 
shew what place it holds in the Christian oeconomy. 

We learn from the institution, that it is a memorial of our blessed SAVIOUR: "This do," says our LORD 
Himself, "in remembrance of Me;" and St. Paul teaches us, what he received from CHRIST, that this was 
in remembrance of His death: "for as often as ye eat this bread," &c.; and in the same epistle, mentions 
the death of CHRIST, under the notion of a Sacrifice, "CHRIST our Passover is sacrificed for us;" where we 
see the particular sacrifice singled out, to which the death of CHRIST answers, as the antitype to its type. 

He then proceeds to exhort his Corinthians, to keep a commemorative feast in remembrance of it, 
analogous to the custom of feasting upon the Paschal Lamb; and to attend it with circumstances 
analogous to those which were observed in the Passover, "therefore let us keep the feast," &c-pp. 1, 2. 

And as the law held forth these types, the Gospel answers them with their antitypes. Did they sacrifice 
their Passover? "CHRIST our Passover is sacrificed for us." Was theirs to them for a memorial? we also 
are to celebrate ours "in remembrance of" the Institutor. Was that Sacrifice a feast to them peculiar, of 
which the stranger and the foreigner were not to eat? "We" also "have an altar of which they have no 
right to eat which serve the tabernacle.p. 30. 

... From which relation the following doctrines are easily deducible: 

First. That the death of CHRIST is to be remembered by us under the notion of a Sacrifice. 

Secondly. That the LORD'S Supper, instituted in memory of it, is also a Sacrifice, as much as any of the 
Jewish sacrifices were. 

Thirdly. That the LORD'S Supper is farther a covenanting rite .... 

First, that the death of CHRIST is to be remembered by us under the notion of a sacrifice. 

1. Though the death of CHRIST bore no relation to the Passover in particular, yet as the original design of 
sacrifices in general was to prefigure the satisfaction of CHRIST'S death, and the atonement of His Blood 
.... then the death of CHRIST must be looked upon as a sacrifice in the strictest sense; nay, in comparison 
of which, all other sacrifices were but as shadows to the substance. This preference the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews gives it, when he says, "Ye are come .... to the blood of sprinkling" (meaning the 
sacrificial Blood of CHRIST) "which speaketh better things than that of Abel;" i. c. the blood which Abel 
sprinkled in sacrifice, could not speak that peace to the conscience, which the Blood of CHRIST does, 
that being but a figure and shadow of this real atonement. 

2. Though sacrifices in general had not been divinely instituted to prefigure the death of CHRIST, yet as 
this is the antitype of the Passover, it must be considered as a Sacrifice: for that the Passover was a 
Sacrifice is evident... It is so called expressly by GOD Himself; "It is the Sacrifice of the LORD'S Passover:" 
the blood of the lamb was sprinkled upon the door-posts in the first celebration, and by the Priests 
afterwards; which was undoubtedly a sacrificial rite; for we know that "the blood was given to be an 
atonement for the soul:" and that the death of CHRIST corresponds hereto, the Apostle directly affirms 
in the text, "CHRIST our Passover is sacrificed for us."-pp. 39-41. 



. . . But, this point secured, it may be objected, that since the LORD'S Supper was instituted in 
remembrance of the Sacrifice of CHRIST, it cannot be itself a Sacrifice, only a memorial. This leads me to 
shew, 

Secondly, That the LORD'S Supper instituted in memory of CHRIST'S death, was itself a Sacrifice, as much 
as any of the Jewish sacrifices were. 

1. It is no argument against it to say it is a memorial, and therefore no sacrifice; for amongst the Jews we 
find that the most consecrated part of the Sacrifice is called a "Memorial;" I mean that part of the 

meat-offering which was burnt upon the altar, as GOD'S appropriate share.This objection rather helps 

us; for it proves at least, that the LORD'S Supper is nevertheless a SACRIFICE for being a MEMORIAL. 

2. The Passover itself was appointed, amongst other reasons, as a memorial; and yet it is expressly 
called, "The Sacrifice of the LORD'S Passover:" the rite, therefore, which succeeds in die place of that, 
and is, like that, appointed for a "Memorial," is, like that, to be considered as a Sacrifice also. 

3. I contend for its being a Sacrifice, as much, and no more than the Jewish Sacrifices were, because the 
death of CHRIST was the one, only, real Sacrifice, which could be offered but in one instant of time: and 
yet, as the benefits thereby procured were the greatest comfort, and only support to a burthened 
conscience, it was therefore necessary that they should be often present to the mind, in all ages of the 
world. For this reason types were instituted to prefigure the Sacrifice of CHRIST before He suffered; and 
for the same reason a memorial instituted to commemorate it after He suffered; both of them 
appointed for the same purpose, to represent the death of CHRIST: they are equally memorials, and 
equally sacrifices, differing from one another, only as the morning and evening shadow. 

4. St. Paul understood the LORD'S Supper as a Sacrifice, as appears in this epistle from whence the text is 
taken: he exhorts the Corinthians who communicated at it, not to eat of the meats sacrificed to idols; 
for, says he, "You cannot be partakers of the LORD'S table, and the table of devils;" so that table signifies 
the same thing in both places, only appointed for different services. But the table of devils means the 
akar, and the meat upon it the sacrifices offered thereon .... and as the table of the LORD is opposed to 
these, it must be opposed under the notion of an altar, and the cup of blessing, and bread partook of 
there, under the notion of a Sacrifice. This passage leads me to shew 

Thirdly. That the LORD'S Supper is, further, a covenanting rite; and this appears because it is a feast 
upon a Sacrifice, and all such feasts were covenanting rites ... Whence 

1. Sacrifices, as religious feasts, were in testimony of friendship betwixt the Deity and the sacrificers, 
who had eaten their respective portions ... 

2. In the Jewish oeconomy they were always accounted as such... 

3. As sacrifices in general, so the Passover in particular, was a covenanting rite, by which the LORD 

engaged to be their GOD.No person was permitted to partake of this Sacrifice, and thereby renew 

their covenant, who had not before entered into covenant by the rite of circumcision. Wherefore the 
LORD'S Supper succeeding in the place of the Passover, and being itself a Sacrifice, ought to be looked 
upon (not as the making a new and fresh covenant with GOD) but as repeating and confirming one 
already made, namely that at our Baptism; and accordingly "the cup" is called by our SAVIOUR, "the new 
covenant in His Blood."--pp. 46--52. 




JONES, PRESBYTER-The Churchman's Catechism. 


Q. When are alms more particularly required by the Church? 

A. In the Communion Service; when, with the holy oblation of CHRIST'S Body and Blood, it is right we 
should offer ourselves and our worldly substance to be consecrated with the offering of the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice; that we, and all we have, may be acceptable and blessed."--Works, vol. xi. p. 419. 


COMPILERS OF THE AMERICAN PRAYER-BOOK. 

[Prayer of Consecration.] 

All glory be to Thee, Almighty GOD, our heavenly FATHER, for that Thou, of Thy tender mercy, didst give 
Thine only SON JESUS CHRIST to suffer death upon the Cross for our redemption; who made there, &c. . 
. and did institute, and in His holy Gospel command us to continue, a perpetual memory of that His 
precious death and Sacrifice until His coming again: For in the night in which He was betrayed, He took 
bread, &c... 

Wherefore, 0 LORD, and heavenly FATHER, according to the institution of Thy dearly beloved Son, our 
SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, we Thy humble servants, do celebrate and make here before Thy divine 
Majesty, with these Thy holy gifts, which we now offer unto Thee, the memorial Thy Son hath 
commanded us to make; having in remembrance His blessed passion and precious death, His mighty 
resurrection and glorious ascension; rendering unto Thee most hearty thanks for the innumerable 
benefits procured unto us by the same. And we most humbly beseech Thee, 0 merciful FATHER, to hear 
us, and, of Thy Almighty goodness, vouchsafe to bless and sanctify, with Thy Word and Holy Spirit, these 
Thy gifts and creatures of bread and wine; that we, receiving them according to Thy Son our Saviour 
JESUS CHRIST'S holy institution, in remembrance of His Death and Passion, may be partakers of His most 
blessed Body and Blood. And we earnestly desire Thy fatherly goodness mercifully to accept this our 
Sacrifice of praise and thanksgivingl; most humbly beseeching Thee to grant, &c.. .. humbly beseeching 
Thee, that we, and all others who shall be partakers of this holy Communion, may worthily receive the 
most precious Body and Blood of Thy Son JESUS CHRIST, be filled with Thy grace and heavenly 
benediction, and made one body with Him, that He may dwell in them and they in Him. And although 
we are unworthy, &c. 


HORSLEY, BISHOP. 

[From a Letter, dated London, June 17; 1806, to the Rev. John Skinner, printed in his "Office, &c. 
according to the use of the Episcopal Church in Scotland," containing in the Appendix Bishop Horsley's 
"Collation of Offices," &c. viz. "the several Communion Offices in the Prayer Book of Edward VI., the 
Scotch Prayer Book of the year 1637, the present English Prayer Book, and that used in the present 
Scotch Episcopal Church.".--See Skinner, p. 157, note.] 


With respect to the comparative merit of the two Offices for England and Scotland, I have no scruple ir 



declaring to you, what, some years since, I declared to Bishop Abernethy Drummond, that I think the 
Scotch Office more conformable to the primitive models, and, in my private judgment, more edifying 
than that which we now use; insomuch that, were I at liberty to follow my own private judgment, I 
would myself use the Scotch Office in preference. The alterations which were made in the Communion 
Service, as it stood in the first book of Edward VI. to humour the Calvinists, were, in my opinion, much 
for the worse; nevertheless, I think our present Office is very good; our form of consecration of the 
elements is sufficient; I mean that the elements are consecrated by it, and made the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST, in the sense in which our LORD Himself said, the bread and wine were His Body and Blood. 


DAUBENY, PRESBYTER.-Discourses. 

["See Discourse IV. of a printed volume of Discourses, by the Rev. Charles Daubeny, Archdeacon of 
Sarum, and dedicated to the [present] Bishop of Salisbury. In which discourse, if Mr. Daubeny has 
expressed no other doctrine, than such as the Church of England authorises; and, at the same time, has 
expressed the very doctrine which the Episcopal Church in Scotland authorises, then is the doctrine of 
both Churches one and the same."-Skinner's Office, &c. p. 53, note.] 


The holy Eucharist is a commemorative Sacrifice, offered up to GOD, by way of memorial, or bringing to 
remembrance that grand Sacrifice, once offered on the Cross, and for the purpose of applying the merits 
of it to the parties who, in faith, offer it up. 


ID.-Appendix to Guide to the Church. 
[As quoted by Skinner, p. 28.] 


The first Christians had no idea of the holy Eucharist being a proper propitiatory Sacrifice, in which the 
Body and Blood of CHRIST, in truth, reality, and substance, are offered up-the ideas which gave rise to 
the idolatry practised in the modern Church of Rome, on the subject,-but they consider it to be a 
commemorative Sacrifice and typical representation, by way of memorial, of the grand Sacrifice that had 
been offered upon the Cross by JESUS CHRIST; an idea, which perfectly secures the possessors of it from 
the gross corruptions of the Church of Rome, because the commemoration of a fact cannot be the fact 
itself; the representation cannot be the thing designed to be represented; the sign cannot be the reality, 
which it is meant to signify. Such is the idea which our Church entertains upon the subject. She considers 
the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper to be a feast upon a Sacrifice; to constitute it such, that which is 
feasted upon must have been first made a Sacrifice, by having been offered up by a priest. Such is the 
idea which the episcopal Church of Scotland has upon this sacred subject; which, by forming her 
Communion Service upon the model of that set forth for the use of the Church of England, in the reign 
of Edward VI. still keeps closer to the original pattern of the primitive Church, in the celebration of this 
service, than the Church of England now does—vol. ii. p. 414. 


JOLLY, BISHOP.-Christian Sacrifice in the Eucharist. 



[The whole volume is a concise and valuable statement of the doctrine, and refers to a chain of writers 
in the English branch of the Church.] 


All grace, all virtue spring from the ever full and ever flowing fountain, which was opened in His 
adorable side, pierced with a spear upon the Cross, whence issued blood and water-water to wash, and 
blood to give us life; for His death, His atoning blood, is our life. This is the sole foundation of man's 
claim of pardon, grace, and glory, from Adam to the end of the world. Our resort, therefore, must ever 
be to the Sacrifice of the death of CHRIST, which was prefigured, for the support of man's hope, by 
instituted typical Sacrifices from the beginning, as we see in Adam's family; looking forward to it before 
its actual accomplishment, and now perpetuating the sacrificial remembrance of it, in that divine 
institution, which He Himself ordained, to show it forth before GOD, and plead its merit, till He shall 
come again to judge the quick and the dead.-p. 183. 

Such is the doctrine of man's redemption and salvation, by the Sacrifice of CHRIST, and such the means 
of representing and applying it, from the beginning to the end of the Book of GOD. It shines more and 
more from its first dawn in the third chapter of Genesis, to the last of Malachi. And in the New 
Testament, it breaks out in its meridian light—CHRIST JESUS, Immanuel, illuminating the whole from first 
to final day, when He shall be the Light and Life everlasting, eternal joy taking place of momentary 
sorrow. 

Meantime, following Him, we shall not walk in darkness, but have the light of life. As long as this lower 
world shall endure, and the time of trial for salvation last—until death, the last enemy be destroyed, He 
ever lives in His mediatorial capacity, to make intercession for us, and bring us to GOD. In the highest 
heavens, He presents the substance of His Body and Blood, once offered and slain upon earth, and 
which must in heaven remain until the times of the restitution of all things; and His Church upon earth, 
by the hands of those whom He commissioned, and promised to be with them, in succession from his 
Apostles, to the end of the world, offers the instituted representations of them, in commemorative 
Sacrifice, to plead the merit, and pray for all the benefits of His Death and Passion, pardon of sins, 
increase of grace, and pledge of glory.-p. 191. 


PHILPOTTS, BISHOP.-Charge, delivered to the Clergy of the Diocese of Exeter, 1836. 


And not only is the entrance into the Church by a visible sign, but that body is visible also in the 
appointed means of sustaining the new life, especially in that most sacred and sublime mystery of our 
religion, the Sacrament of the LORD'S Supper, the commemorative Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST; in which the action and suffering of our great High Priest are represented and offered to GOD 
on earth, as they are continually by the same High Priest Himself in heaven; the Church on earth doing, 
after its measure, the same tiling as its Head in heaven; CHRIST in heaven presenting the Sacrifice, and 
applying it to its purposed end, properly and gloriously; the Church on earth commemoratively and 
humbly, yet really and effectually, by praying to GOD (with thanksgiving) in the virtue and merit of that 
Sacrifice which it thus exhibits.-pp. 43, 44. 


Page 89, line 4, dele "and." 

Page 102, Notes 1 and 2, bottom line, in each dele marks of interrogation. 



Page 109, Note, add, Also Discourse on Ezra, vi. 10. pp. 379--382. 

Page 208, line 18, for "Sacrifice" read "Sacrificer." 

Page 280, Note 2, add, Compare Bishop Lake's Officium Eucharisticum, p. 46, where the same Prayers 
are inserted from Bishop Cosin. 


Tracts for the Times Tract Number 82 Letter to A Magazine on the Subject of Dr. Pusey's Tract on 
Baptism. [By John Henry Newman] 


IN answer to a Correspondent who had asked, "on what authority," certain "statements" in Dr. Pusey's 
Tract on Baptism, pp. 133--135, rested, the Editor of the Magazine in question had made the following 
remarks:-- 

We are not sure that we perfectly understand all H. C.'s remarks; and we differ from his opinion that 
Bishop Burnet "ought to be allowed to have great weight in controversies respecting the doctrines of 
our Church." But, in reply to the question which he puts to us, as to "what authority" the doctrine which 
he quotes from the Oxford Tracts rests upon, we can only say, Upon the authority of the darkest ages of 
Popery, when men had debased Christianity from a spiritual system, a "reasonable service," to a system 
of forms, and ceremonial rites, and opera operata influences; in which, what Bishop Horsley 
emphatically calls "the mysterious intercourse of the soul with its Creator," was nearly superseded by an 
intervention of "the church"--not as a congregation of faithful men, in which the pure word of God is 
preached, and the sacraments are "duly administered according to Christ's ordinance," as the Church of 
England defines it—but as a sort of "mediator between God and man," through whom all things relating 
to spiritual life were to be conveyed. Those who could not understand that "God is a Spirit, and they 
that worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth," and those who had neither the reality nor 
"the appearance of spiritual life," readily allied themselves to a religion of ceremonials, in which the 
Church stood in the place of God. And as the Popish priesthood found their gain in encouraging these 
ritual and non-spiritual views 6f Christianity, they eventually prevailed throughout Christendom, till the 
Reformation restored the pure light of Scripture, and taught men to look less to the priest and more to 
God; less to "outward and visible signs," and more to "inward and spiritual graces;" and not to infer, 
that, because their names stood upon the register of baptism, it was therefore enrolled in the Lamb's 
book of life, when there was no "appearance" of spiritual vitality in their heart or conduct. 

This fatal reliance upon signs, to the forgetfulness of the things signified, was rendered more proclivous, 
from the circumstance that in the early church persecution so purified its ranks, that there was little 
temptation for men to call themselves Christians who were not such in heart; and as adult converts 
were the first candidates for baptism, the outward and visible sign of regeneration was not resorted to 



till the inward and spiritual grace was already actually possessed; for there had been spiritually "a death 
unto sin and a new birth unto righteousness," before the party applied to make a public confession of 
his faith in Christ, at the risk of subjecting himself to all the secular perils which it involved. 

We have devoted so many scores, nay, hundreds, of pages to the questions propounded in the extract 
from the Oxford Tracts (especially at the time of the Baptismal Controversy, upon occasion of Bishop 
Mant's tract, when not a few of our readers were thoroughly wearied with the discussion), that we are 
not anxious to obtrude a new litigation; but we have readily inserted the extract furnished by our 
correspondent, because, nothing that we could say would so clearly show the unscriptural character of 
the whole system of the Oxford Tracts, as to let them speak for themselves. When the Christian reader 
learns that Noah, and Abraham, and Moses, and Job, and David, and Isaiah, and Daniel, were not 
regenerate persons, were not sons of God, were not born again, but that Voltaire was all this, because 
he had been baptized by a Popish priest, we may surely leave such an hypothesis to be crushed by its 
own weight. It is the very bathos of theology, an absurdity not worthy to be gravely replied to, that men 
were "sanctified," "greatly sanctified;" were the friends of God, that "the Spirit of God dwelt in their 
hearts, and wrought therein incorruption, self-denial, patience, and unhesitating, unwearied faith;" who 
yet, having been "by nature born in sin, and the children of wrath," and never having been baptized, so 
as to be made "the children of grace," were still "unregenerate," and therefore, in Scripture language, 
"children of the devil." Sanctified, unregenerate friends of God! The Spirit of God dwelling in men, who, 
not being "born again," were of necessity, being still in their natural condition, "children of the devil!" 
What next? 

We defy a score of Dr. Hampdens, even were they to give lectures in favour of pure Socinianism, to do 
so much mischief to the cause of religion, in a high academical station, as is done by setting forth such 
doctrine as that contained in the following passage from one of the Oxford Tracts;--for Socinianism 
makes no pretensions to be the doctrine of the Church of England, nor do any members of that church 
profess to find it in Scripture; whereas the absurdity, the irrational fanaticism, the intellectual drivelling 
under the abused name of faith, which dictates such sentiments as the following, must disgust every 
intelligent man, and make him an infidel, if he is really led to believe that Christianity is a system so 
utterly opposed to common sense. The writer complains, that "We have almost embraced the doctrine, 
that God conveys grace only through the instrumentality of the mental energies, that is, through faith, 
prayer, active spiritual contemplations, or (what is called) communion with God, in contradiction to the 
primitive view, according to which the church and her Sacraments are the ordained and direct visible 
means of conveying to the soul what is in itself supernatural and unseen. For example, would not most 
men maintain, on the first view of the subject, that to administer the Lord's Supper to infants, or to the 
dying and insensible, however consistently pious and believing in their past lives, was a superstition? 
and yet both practices have the sanction of primitive usage. And does not this account for the prevailing 
indisposition, to admit that Baptism conveys regeneration? Indeed, this may even be set down as the 
essence of Sectarian doctrine (however its mischief may be restrained or compensated, in the case of 
individuals), to consider faith, and not the Sacraments, as the instrument of justification and other 
Gospel 

Did ever any man, but the most ignorant Popish fanatic, till these our modern days, write thus? 
Administering the Lord's Supper (by which we feed upon Christ, "by faith, with thanksgiving"--that is, in 
a purely spiritual banquet) to infants, or to the dying or insensible, is not superstition, if it can be proved 
that there were in some former age some persons weak and ignorant enough to act or advocate such 
folly and impiety! Why not equally vindicate the Pope's sprinkling holy water upon the horses, or St. 
Anthony's preaching to the fishes? We will only say, Let those who adopt a portion of this scheme, and 
not the whole, mark well whither they are tending. Upon the showing of the Oxford Tracts themselves, 



the whole system hangs together. You are to adopt some irrational mystical system, by which grace is 
conveyed--not through "faith, prayer, active spiritual contemplations, or (what is called) communion 
with God," but--in the same manner that the Lord's Supper conveys grace when administered to an 
infant, or an insensible person. We have never been extreme in our views respecting the language used 
in our Liturgy concerning Baptism. We have thought that the words might be consistently used, either in 
reference to the undoubted privileges of Christian baptism; or in faith and charity, upon the principle 
stated in the Catechism, where it is said, "Why then are infants baptized, when, by reason of their 
tender age, they cannot perform them? (faith and repentance.) Because they promise them both by 
their sureties; which promise, when they come to age, themselves are bound to perform." Upon either 
of these principles we can cheerfully use our Baptismal Service. But if the use of it is to sanction the 
doctrine stated in this tract; if we are to believe that baptism "conveys to the soul what is in itself 
supernatural and unseen," in the selfsame way that the Popish wafer is alleged to convey grace to 
infants and insensible persons--(why not to idiots?)--and if our Church Service is to be tortured to bear 
this meaning; then we confess, that the sooner such a stumbling-block is removed the better. The 
Oxford Tract writers will not allow us to connect the outward and visible sign of Baptism, or the Lord's 
Supper, with the inward and spiritual grace, through the medium of "faith, prayer, active spiritual 
contemplations, or (what is called) communion with God," but only through the selfsame channel by 
which "primitive usage" supposed grace to flow to an infant or insensible person, when operated upon 
with the holy Eucharist. Nay, they sneer at and ridicule "what is called" communion with God (poor 
Bishop Horsley's "mysterious intercourse of the soul with its Creator"), as being something so "called," 
but without warrant; whereas true communion with God is through the intervention of "the Church:" by 
which intervention there is this communion when the priest puts a consecrated wafer upon the lips of 
an infant or insensible person. The Church of England teaches, after Holy Scripture, that we are "justified 
by faith;" Professor Pusey teaches that the Sacraments are the appointed instruments of justification. 
The learned Professor ought to lecture at Maynooth, or the Vatican, and not in the chair of Oxford, 
when he puts forth this Popish doctrine. It is afflicting beyond expression to see OUT Protestant 
Church-and in times like these--agitated by the revival of these figments of the darkest ages of Papal 
superstition. Well may Popery flourish! well may Dissent triumph! well may Unitarianism sneer! well 
may all Protestantism mourn, to see the spot where Cranmer and Latimer shed their blood for the pure 
Gospel of Christ, overrun (yet not overrun, for, blessed be God, the infection is not--at least so we 
trust--widely spread) with some of the most vain and baneful absurdities of Popery. We ask Professor 
Pusey how, as a conscientious man, he retains any office in a church which requires him to subscribe to 
all the Thirty-nine Articles, and to acknowledge as Scriptural the doctrines set forth in the Homilies? Will 
any one of the writers, or approvers of the Oxford Tracts, venture to say that he does really believe all 
the doctrines of the Articles and Homilies of our Church? He may construe some of the offices of the 
Church after his own manner; but what does he do with the Articles and Homilies? We have often asked 
this question in private, but could never get an answer. Will any approver of the Oxford Tracts answer it 
in print? 

The demand here made had been met; and the following number of the Magazine had contained the 
following notice on the subject. 

In reply to the communication of the Rev.-, of-College, requesting to know whether we will insert 

a letter in which he says he is prepared "both as regards Dr. Pusey and the Oxford Tracts" to furnish an 
answer to our inquiry, how the writers reconcile some of the statements in them respecting the 
Sacraments, with some of those in the Articles and Homilies; we can only say, that we are surprised that 
he should think it necessary to ask the question; for what honesty or love of truth would there be in our 
putting a query, and refusing to insert a responsible and properly written reply? 





The following letter was the consequence of this permission. 

Letter to the Editor of the-. 

PART I. 

-College, Jan. 11,1837. 

Sir,--Through that courtesy, which is on the whole characteristic of your Magazine, in dealing with 
opponents, I am permitted to answer in its pages the challenge, made in a late number, to Dr. Pusey and 
the writers of the Tracts for the Times, on certain points of their theology. The tone of that challenge, I 
must own, or rather the general conduct of your Magazine towards the Tracts, since their first 
appearance, has been an exception to its usual mildness and urbanity. However, I seize, as an ample 
amends, this opportunity of a reply, which, if satisfactory, will, as appearing in its pages, be rather a 
retractation on your part than an explanation on mine. 

One would think that the Tracts had introduced some new articles of faith into English theology, such 
surprise have they excited in some quarters; yet, much as they have been censured, no attempt, that I 
know of, has been made to prove against them--l will not say, article of faith, but--even any theological 
opinion, which is not consonant to that religious system which has been received among us since the 
date of the Ecclesiastical Polity. Indeed, nothing is more striking than the contrast exhibited in the 
controversy between the great definiteness and precision of the feelings, and the vagueness of the 
outcry, raised against these Tracts. From the excitement on the subject for the last three years, one 
would think nothing was more obvious and tangible than the offence they contained; yet nothing, not 
only to refute, but even to describe their errors definitely, has yet been attempted. Extracts have been 
made; abuse has been lavished; invidious associations excited; irony and sarcasm have lent their aid: 
their writers have been called Papists, and Non-jurors, and Lauds, and Sacheve-rells, and that not least 
of all by your own Magazine: yet I much doubt whether, as far as you have thrown light on the subject, 
its readers have, up to this hour, any more definite idea of the matter than they have of Sacheverell 
himself, or of the Non-jurors, or of any other vague name which is circulated in the world, meaning the 
less the oftener it is used. If they were examined, perhaps they would not get beyond this round of titles 
and epithets: or, at the utmost, we should but hear that the Tracts were corruptions of the Gospel, 
human inventions, systems of fallible men, and so forth. These are the fine words which you give them 
to feed upon, for bread. 

Even now, Mr. Editor, when you make your formal challenge concerning Dr. Pusey, you do not distinctly 
and pointedly say, as a man who was accusing, not declaiming, what you want answered. You ask, "will 
any of the writers or approvers of the Oxford Tracts venture to say that he [Dr. Pusey] does really 
believe all the doctrines of the Articles and Homilies of our church?" [The Editor meant by "he," not Dr. 
Pusey, but "any of the writers," &c.] How unsuitable is this! Why do you not tell us which doctrine of the 
Articles you have in your mind, and then prove your point, instead of leaving us to guess it? One used to 
think it was the business of the accuser to bring proof, and not to throw upon the accused the onus of 
proving a negative. What! am I, as an approver of the Tracts, to go through the round of doctrines in 

Articles and Homilies, measuring Dr. Pusey first by one, then by the other, while the-sits still, as 

judge rather than accuser? What! are we not even to have the charge told us, let alone the proof? No; 
we are to find out both the dream and the interpretation. 

So much for the formal challenge which your Magazine puts forth; and I can find nothing, either in the 
remarks which precede it, nor in its acceptance of my offer, precisely coming to the point, and informing 
me what the charge against Dr. Pusey is. It is connected with the Sacraments: you wish him and his 






friends, according to your subsequent notice, "to reconcile some of the statements in them [the Tracts] 
respecting the Sacraments, with some of those in the Articles and Homilies!" In your remarks which 
precede the challenge, you do mention two opinions which you suppose him to hold, which I shall 
presently notice; but you are still silent as to the Article or Homily transgressed. This is not an English 
mode of proceeding; and I dwell on it, as one of the significant tokens in the controversy, what is the 
real state of the case and its probable issue? Here are two parties: one clamorous loudly and profusely 
against the other, and does no more; that other is absorbed in its subject, appeals to Scripture, to the 
Fathers, to custom, to reason, in its defence, but answers not. Put the case before any sharp-sighted 
witness of human affairs, and he will give a good guess which is in the right. If, indeed, there is one thing 
more than another that brings home to me that the Tracts are mainly on the side of Truth--more than 
their reasonings, their matter, and their testimonies; more than proof from Scripture, or appeal to 
antiquity, or sanction from our own divines; more than the beauty and grandeur, the thrilling and 
transporting influence, the fulness and sufficiency of the doctrines they desire to maintain--it is this: the 
evidence which their writers bear about them, that they are the reviled party, not the revilers. I 
challenge the production of any thing in the Tracts of an unkind, satirical, or abusive character; any thing 
personal. One Tract only concerns individuals at all, No. 73; and that treats of them in a way which no 
one, I think, will find to be any exception to this remark. The writers no where attack your Magazine, or 
other similar publication, though they evidently as little approve of its theology, as your Magazine that 
of the Tracts. They have been content to go onward; to preach what is positive; to trust in what they did 
well, not in what others did ill; to leave truth to fight its own battle, in a case where they had no office or 
commission to assist it coercively. They have spoken against principles, ages, or historical characters, but 
not against persons living. They have taken no eye for eye, or tooth for tooth. They have left their 
defence to time, or rather committed it to God. Once only have they accepted of defence, even from a 
friend, a partner he indeed also, but not in those Tracts which he defended. This, then, is the part they 
have chosen; what your Magazine's choice has been, is plain even from the article which leads me to 
write this letter. We are there told of Oxford writers, "relying on the authority of the darkest ages of 
Popery," of their advocating "the bathos in theology, an absurdity not worthy to be gravely replied to," 
of their "absurdity," "irrational fanaticism," "intellectual drivelling," of their writing like "the most 
ignorant Popish fanatic," of their "sneering and ridiculing," of their reviving the "figments of the darkest 
ages of Papal superstition," "some of the most vain and baneful absurdities of Popery;" and all this with 
an avowal you do not wish to discuss the matter. Brave words surely! Well and good, take your fill of 
these, Mr. Editor, since you choose them for your portion. It does but make our spirits rise cheerily and 
hopefully thus to be encountered. Never were such words on one side, but deeds were on the other. 
We know our place, and our fortunes; to give a witness and to be contemned, to be ill used and to 
succeed. Such is the law which God has annexed to the promulgation of the truth; its preachers suffer, 
but its cause prevails. Be it so. Joyfully will we all consent to this compact; and the more you attack us 
personally, the more, for the very omen's sake, will we exult in it. 

With these feelings, then, I have accepted your challenge, not for the sake of Dr. Pusey, much as I love 
and revere him; not for the sake of the writers of the Tracts; but for the sake of the secret ones of Christ, 
lest they be impeded in their progress towards catholic truth by personal charges against those who are 
upholding it against the pressure of the age. As for Dr. Pusey himself, and the other writers, they are 
happy each in his own sphere, wherever God's providence has called them, in earth or in heaven; and 
they literally do not know, and do not care, what the world says of them. 

Now, as I have already said, I cannot distinctly make out the precise charge brought against Dr. Pusey; 
that is, I cannot determine what tenet of his is supposed to be contrary to which of the 39 Articles. 
However, you condemn two, the notion that the Sacraments may, for what we know, in certain cases be 



of benefit to persons unconscious during their administration; and next that Regeneration is a gift of the 
new covenant exclusively. I will take them in the order you place them. 

1. And first of Regeneration, as a gift peculiar to the Gospel.--You remark upon a passage from Dr. 
Pusey's work on Baptism (in which he contrasts regeneration and sanctification, and says, that the 
former is a gift of the Gospel exclusively, the latter of all good men), thus: "We have devoted so many 
scores, nay, hundreds of pages to the questions propounded in the extract from the Oxford Tracts 
(especially at the time of the Baptismal controversy, upon occasion of Bishop Mant's Tract, when not a 
few of our readers were wearied with the discussion), that we are not anxious to obtrude a new 
litigation; but we have readily inserted the extract furnished by our correspondent, because nothing 
that we could say would so clearly show the unscriptural character of the whole system of the Oxford 
Tracts, as to let them speak for themselves."--Now, it might seem at first sight as if they were an 
inconsistency in persisting for some years in speaking instead of us, then suddenly saying it is best to let 
the Tracts "speak for themselves," and then, in the very next sentences, relapsing in eandem 
cantilenam, into the same declamatory tone of attack as before; but there is really none. In each case 
you avoid discussion, which, as you candidly confess, and very likely with good reason, you are tired of. I 
doubt not you are discouraged at finding that you have still to argue what you have already done your 
utmost to settle. Or rather, if you will let me speak plainly, and tell you my mind, perhaps there has been 
that in the religious aspect of the hour, which has flattered many who agree with you, and perhaps 
yourself, that the day of mere struggle was past, and that of triumph was come; that your principles 
were professed by all the serious, all the active men in the Church, the old defenders of opposite views 
drooping or dying off; and that now, by the force of character, or by influence in high places, they would 
be secured a permanent impression upon our religious system. And if so, you are not unnaturally 
surprised to find "uno avulso, non deficit alter;" to find a sudden obstacle in your path, and that from a 
quarter whence you looked not for it; and, in consequence, you feel stimulated to remove it hastily 
rather than courteously. And hence, partly from weariness, partly from vexation, you prefer to act as if 
you were judge rather than—, and to pronounce sentence by acclamation, not after discussion. If all 
this be so, you are quite consistent, whether you quote our words without comment, or substitute your 
own comment for them. In one point alone you are irretrievably inconsistent, to have inserted your 
challenge at the end of the article. 

But what is the very doctrine that has created this confusion? Dr. Pusey's asserting (after the primitive 
teachers) that the old Fathers, though sanctified, were not regenerated. Is this, after all, the doctrine 
which is against the Articles, and such that he who holds it should quit his Professorship? In which of 
them is a syllable to be found referring to the subject, one way or the other--except so far as they tend 
our way, as implying, from their doctrine of regeneration in baptism, that those who are not baptized, 
and therefore the Old Fathers, are not regenerate? If, then, the plain truth must be spoken, what your 
Magazine wishes is to add to the Articles. Let this be clearly understood. This Magazine, which has ever, 
as many think, been over-liberal in its interpretations of our Services, and in concessions to Dissenters, 
desires to forge for us a yoke of commandments, and, as I should hold, of commandments of men. Years 
ago, indeed, we heard of much from it in censure of Bishop Marsh's Eighty-seven Questions; but it 
would seem that your Magazine may do what a Bishop may not. In reviewing those Questions, in 1821, 
it pointedly spoke of the wisdom of the framers of the Royal Declaration prefixed to the Articles, which 
prescribes that they shall be taken in no new or peculiar sense; contrasting, to use its own words, "the 
spirit of peace, of moderation, of manly candour, and comprehensive liberality, which breathes 
throughout this Declaration, with the subtle, contentious, dogmatical, sectarian, and narrow-minded 
spirit which," it proceeded, "we grieve to say, pervades the Bishop of Peterborough's Eighty-seven 
Questions." (-March 1821). But why is liberality to develope on one side only? Why must Baptismal 





Regeneration be an open point, but the Regeneration of the Patriarchs a close one? Why must Zuinglius 
be admitted, and the school of Gregory and Augustine excluded? Or do persons by a sort of superstition 
so cleave to the word Protestant, that a Saint who had the misfortune to be born before 1517 is less of 
kin to them than heretics since? But such is your Magazine's rule: it is as zealous against Bishop Marsh 
for coercing one way, as against us for refusing to be coerced the other. 

Will it be said that Dr. Pusey and others would do the same, if they could; that is, would limit the Articles 
to their own sense? No; the Articles are confessedly wide in their wording, though still their width is 
within bounds; they seem to include a number of shades of opinion. Your Magazine may rest satisfied 
that Dr. Pusey's friends will never assert that the Articles have any particular meaning at all. They aspire, 
and (by God's blessing) intend, to have a successful fight; but not by narrowing the Articles to 
Lutheranism, Calvinism, or Zuinglianism, but as feeling that they are contending for the Truth, and that 
Providence seems wonderfully to be raising up witnesses and champions of the Truth, not in one place 
only, but at once in many, as armed men from the ground. 

But to return. It is hard to be put on our defence, as it appears we are, for opinions not against the 
Articles; but be it so. Let us hear the form of the accusation. Your Magazine speaks thus: "When the 
Christian reader learns that Noah, and Abraham, and Moses, and Job, and David, and Isaiah, and Daniel, 
were not regenerate persons, were not sons of God, were not born again; but that Voltaire was all this, 
because he had been baptized by a Popish priest; we may surely leave such an hypothesis to be crushed 
by its own weight." To be sure the hypothesis is absurd, if your Magazine's own sense is to be put upon 
the word "regenerate;" but it will be observed, that it all depends upon this; and it is not evident that it 
will be absurd when Dr. Pusey's own sense is put upon his own words. If all who are sanctified are 
regenerate, then I say, it is absurd to say that Abraham was not regenerate being sanctified. On the 
other hand, if only Christians are regenerate, then it is absurd to say that Abraham was regenerate, 
being not a Christian. What trifling upon words is this! what is the use of oscillating to and fro upon their 
different meanings? Your business, Mr. Editor, was to prove his sense wrong, not to assume your sense 
and interpret his words by it; else, when you assert, "no one shall enter heaven, unless regenerated on 
earth," he, in turn, might accuse you, quite as fairly, of denying the salvation of Abraham, because, in his 
view, Abraham was not regenerated on earth. 

I will now state briefly the view of Dr. Pusey, derived from the goodly fellowship of the Fathers, proved 
from Scripture, and called by your Magazine "the very bathos of theology." All of us, I suppose, grant 
that the Spirit in some sense is given under the Gospel, in which it was not given under the Law. The 
Homily (2d on Faith) says so expressly: "Although they," the Old Testament saints mentioned Heb. xi., 
"were not named Christian men, yet was it a Christian faith that they had: God gave them then grace to 
be His children, as He doth us now. But now, by the coming of our Saviour Christ, we have received 
more abundantly the Spirit of God in our hearts, whereby we may conceive a greater faith, and a surer 
trust, than many of them had. But, in effect, they and we be all one: we have the same faith," &c. 
Though man's duties were the same, his gifts were greater after Christ came. Whatever spiritual aid was 
vouchsafed before, yet afterwards it was a Divine presence in the soul, abiding, abundant, and 
efficacious. In a word, it was the Holy Ghost Himself; who influenced indeed the heart before, but is not 
revealed as residing in it. Now, when we consider the Scripture proof of this in the full, I think we shall 
see that this special gift, which Christians have, is really something extraordinary and distinguishing. 
And, whether it should be called Regeneration or no, so far is clear, that all persons who hold that there 
is a great gift since Christ came, which was not given before, do, in their degree, incur your Magazine's 
censure, as holding a "very bathos of theology." You might say of them, just as of Dr. Pusey, "When the 
Christian reader learns that Abraham was sanctified, yet 'had not the Spirit because that Jesus was not 
yet glorified,' we may leave the hypothesis to be crushed by its own weight." 



Now, according to Scripture, I contend, first, that there is a spiritual difference between Christians and 
Jews; and, next, that the accession of spiritual power, which Christians have, is called Regeneration. Let 
it be understood, however, that I am not desirous here to bring proofs of the doctrine, for which you 
have no claim on me; but to show your readers that, even at first sight, it is not so utterly irrational and 
un-plausible a notion as to account for your saying, "What next?" in short, to show that the "absurdity" 
does not lie with Dr. Pusey. 

The Prophets had announced the promise. Ezek. xxxvi. 25--27: "I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and 
ye shall be clean ... a new heart also will I give you, and a new spirit will I put within you ... and I will put 
My Spirit within you." Again, xxxvii. 27: "My tabernacle also shall be with them." Vid. also Heb. viii. 10. In 
Isai. xliv. 3, the gift is expressly connected with the person of the Messiah: "I will pour water upon him 
that is thirsty, and floods upon the dry ground: I will pour My Spirit upon Thy seed, and My blessing 
upon Thine offspring." 

Our Saviour refers to this gift as the promise of his Father, Luke xxiv. 49; Acts i. 4. He enlarges much 
upon it, John xiv-xvi. It flows to us from Him: "Of His fulness have all we received." (John i. 16.) 

St. John expressly tells us it was not given before Christ was glorified (John vii. 39). In like manner St. 
Paul says, that, though the old fathers lived by faith, yet they received not the promise" (Heb. xi. 39). 
And St. Peter, that even the prophets, though they had the prophetic Spirit--"the Spirit of Christ which 
was in them"-yet, after all, had not "the glory which should follow;" which was "the Gospel with the 
Holy Ghost sent down from heaven;" the Spirit, in the special Christian sense. Consider also St. Paul's 
use of the term "spirit," e. g., Rom. viii., as the characteristic of the Gospel. 

It is described in the New Testament under the same images as it is promised in the Old,--a tabernacle, 
and a fount of living water (1 Cor. iii. 17; vi. 19; 2 Cor. vi. 16--18; John iv. 14; vii. 38). 

Nothing, I think, but the inveterate addiction to systematising so prevalent, can explain away texts which 
so expressly say that we have a Divine presence which the Jews had not. 

Now, secondly, is this gift to be called Regeneration? I grant that in one sense all the terms applicable to 
Christian privileges are also applicable to Jewish. The Jews were "sons of God," were "begotten" of God, 
had "the Spirit," saw "the glory of God," and the like; but, in like manner, the Saints in heaven, as their 
peculiar gift, will see "the glory of God," and Angels are "sons of God;" yet we know that Angels and 
Saints are in a state different from the Jews. The question, then, still remains open, whether, in spite of 
the absence of discriminating terms, Christians also have not a gift which the Jews had not, and whether 
the word regeneration, in its proper sense, does not denote it. 

Our proof, then, is simple. The word regeneration occurs twice only in Scripture: in neither can it be 
interpreted to include Judaism; in one, most probably in both, it is limited to the Gospel; in Titus iii. 4, 5, 
certainly; and in Matt. xix. 28, according as it is stopped, it will mean the coming of Gospel grace, or the 
resurrection. 

Such is some small portion of the Scripture notices on the general subject, which I bring to show that 
Scripture does not so speak as to make the view maintained by Dr. Pusey, with all Saints, guilty of 
absolute "absurdity" on the face of the matter, and a "bathos in theology." And the following 
consideration will increase this impression. In truth the view in question is simply beyond, not against, 
the opinion of your Magazine. It is a view which the present age cannot be said to deny, because it does 
not see it. The Catholic Church has ever given to Noah, Abraham, and Moses, all that the present age 
gives to Christians. You cannot mention the grace, in kind or degree, which you ascribe to the Christian, 



which Dr. Pusey will not ascribe to Abraham; except, perhaps, the intimate knowledge of the details of 
Christian doctrine. But he considers that Christians have a something beyond this, even a portion of that 
heaven brought down to earth, which will be for ever in heaven the portion of Abraham and all saints in 
its fulness. It is not, then, that Dr. Pusey defrauds Abraham, but your Magazine defrauds Christians. That 
special gift of grace, called "the glory of God," is as unknown to the so-called religious world as to the 
"natural man." The Catholic Religion teaches, that, when grace takes up its abode in us, we have so 
superabounding and awful a grace tabernacled in us, that no other words describe it more nearly than 
to call it an Angel's nature. Now mark the meaning of this. Angels are holy; yet Angels before now have 
become devils. Keeping this analogy in view, you will perceive that it is as little an absurdity to say that 
Abraham was not regenerate, as to say that he was not an Angel; as little unmeaning to say that Voltaire 
was regenerate, as to say he became a devil, as Judas is expressly called. Let me suit one or two of your 
sentences to this view of the subject, and then I will release you from the trouble of hearing more upon 
it. You will then speak thus: "When the Christian reader learns that Noah, Abraham, and Moses, were 
not Angels, yet that Voltaire was a devil, we may surely leave such an hypothesis to be crushed by its 
own weight. It is the very bathos of theology--an absurdity not worthy to be gravely replied to--that men 
are sanctified, the friends of God, had the grace of God in their hearts, and yet were not Angels. 
Sanctified, non-angelic friends of God! grace dwelling in any but Michael, Gabriel, the Cherubims and 
the Seraphims? What next?" 

Alas! sir, that you should so speak of your own privileges! Perhaps it is my turn now to ask you, "What 
next?" and this I mean to do. Before proceeding to the other opinion attributed to Dr. Pusey I wish to 
see what you will say to what is now offered you. Only I would remark, that the subjects which I have 
not yet touched upon are to come, when due attention shall be shown to your remarks about 
Justification, the Homilies, and kindred points. 

PART II. 

March 3, 1837. 

2. I now proceed to the second of the charges which you made against Dr. Pusey. After saying what is 
necessary, I shall, as I promised, notice the subject of Justification, the Homilies, and the Articles; and 
shall intersperse the discussion with some remarks, as brief as is practicable, on the various matter 
"ramblingly and cursorily set before your readers," as you happily express it, in your animadversions on 
the portion of my letter already published. 

That portion occupies not so much as seven pages of your larger type, and that in the course of two 
numbers. It has elicited from you in answer about sixty pages of your closest. I think then I have a claim 
in courtesy, nay in justice, that you should put in the whole of this reply without a word of your own. I 
will not embrace the entire subject in it, but leave one portion for an after Number of your Magazine, 
that you may not say I burden you with too much at once. But what I send, I hope to see inserted 
without mutilation. Do grant me this act of fairness--you will have months upon months, nay, the whole 
prospective duration of your Magazine, for your reply; I, on the other hand, limit myself to one letter. All 
I ask is the right of an Englishman, a fair and uninterrupted hearing. 

The second charge you bring against Dr. Pusey is this:—that he holds that the sacraments may, for what 
we know, in certain cases, be of benefit to persons unconscious during their administration. You quarrel, 

however, with this mode of stating his supposed opinion; you say, "Mr.-misstates what we said. We 

were denying the utility of administering the Lord's Supper to infants or insensible persons, as the 
Papists employ extreme unction; which Mr.-skilfully turns into a charge of our denying that there is 





any benefit in Infant Baptism" (p. 124). Now, I must think you leave the matter as you found it. You have 
said, the notion of the Holy Eucharist benefitting infants was "an absurdity," "intellectual drivelling," 
"irrational fanaticism," &c. I ask, then, why is not the doctrine that Holy Baptism benefits them, all these 
bad things also? Surely you are speaking of the very notion of infants being benefited by means of 
external rites, when you say it implies "a system utterly opposed to common sense." You must mean 
there is an antecedent absurdity; antecedent to a consideration of the particular case. You speak, just as 
I have worded it, against the very notion that "the sacraments," one as well as the other, "may, for what 
we know, in certain cases, be of benefit to persons unconscious during their administration." What is an 
absurdity when supposed in one case, is an absurdity surely in the other. I cannot alter my wording of 
your objection. 

Next let us consider the very passage which has led you to use these free epithets. It stands thus: "We 
have almost embraced the doctrine that God conveys grace only through the instrumentality of the 
mental energies, that is, through faith, prayer, active spiritual contemplation, or (what is called) 
communion with God, in contradiction to the primitive view, according to which the church and her 
sacraments are the ordained and direct invisible means of conveying to the soul what is in itself 
supernatural and unseen. For example: would not most men maintain, on the first view of the subject, 
that to administer the Lord's Supper to infants, or to the dying and insensible, however consistently 
pious and Believing in their past lives, wag a superstition? and yet both practices have the sanction of 
primitive usage. And does not this account for the prevailing indisposition to admit that baptism conveys 
regeneration? Indeed, this may even be set down as the essence of sectarian doctrine (however its 
mischief may be restrained or compensated in the case of individuals), to consider faith, and not the 
sacraments, as the instrument of justification and other Gospel gifts."--These words you attribute to Dr. 
Pusey. You say," Professor Pusey teaches that the sacraments are the appointed instruments of 
justification; the learned Professor ought to lecture at Maynooth, or the Vatican, and not in the chair of 
Oxford, when he puts forth this Popish doctrine." Again, in pp. 118, 119, you speak of Dr. Pusey's saying 
that the grace of the sacrament is unconnected "with the mental energies, that is, through faith, prayer, 
active spiritual contemplations, or what is called communion with God;" (here you interpose of your 
own "for shame. Dr. Pusey, to speak thus lightly of 'communion with God!"'); that "to administer the 
Lord's Supper to infants, or to the dying and insensible," is not "superstition," but "a practice having the 
sanction of primitive usage;" and "primitive usage," you add, "the Oxford Tracts" [Tracts for the Times] 
"teach is of Apostolical authority." It is quite clear you attribute the above sentences to Dr. Pusey. 

Now, Mr. Editor, let me ask you a question. Should any one accuse you of having written them, should 
you not be startled? Supposing I boldly attributed them to you, and retorted your interjection of 
indignation upon yourself, would you not consider it somewhat outrageous? Should I have any reason to 
complain if you accused me of exceeding assurance, of being under a delusion, or at least of 
unpardonable carelessness? Be judge, then, in your own case. Those sentences no more belong to Dr. 
Pusey than to you. They are not in his Tract. They are not his writing. No one man is chargeable with the 
work of another man. Not even were Dr. Pusey to profess he approved the general sentiment of the 
passage, would you have any right to charge him with the very wording of it. Every man has his own way 
of expressing himself; I have mine, and you have yours. Dr. Pusey might approve the sentiment, yet 
criticise the wording. All these strong sayings then against Dr. Pusey, are misdirected. Learn, Mr. Editor, 
to be sure of your man, before you attack him. 

To proceed. The words occur in the Advertisement to the second volume of the Tracts. Let us examine 
them, whosoever they are. Now, in what they say about administering the Holy Eucharist to children or 
the insensible, they do not enforce it, as you suppose, on "Apostolical authority." A usage may be 
primitive, yet not universal; may belong to the first ages, but only to some parts of the Church. Such a 



usage is either not apostolical, else it would be every where observed; or at least not binding, as not 
being delivered by the apostles as binding. For instance, the Church of Ephesus, on St. John's authority, 
celebrated the Easter-feast after the Jewish manner, on the fourteenth day of Nisan; yet such a custom 
is not binding on us. Now supposing I said, "the great reverence in which the Jewish dispensation was 
held in the best and purest ages, is shown in this, that the quartodeciman usage has primitive, nay, 
Apostolic sanction;" must I necessarily mean that all Christendom, and all the Apostles, observed Easter 
on the fourteenth day? must I mean that we are bound to keep it on that day? must I mean to extol 
such a usage, and to advocate it? Apply this instance to the sentence of this writer who is not Dr. Pusey, 
this Pseudo-Pusey, as I may call him; and see whether it will not help your conception of his meaning. He 
does not say, he does not imply, that to administer the Second Sacrament to infants is Apostolic; he 
does not consider it a duty binding to us. He does but say, that, since it has a sanction in early times, it is 
not that "absurdity," "irrational fanaticism," and so forth, which your Magazine says it is: and his 
meaning may be thus worded: "Here is a usage existing up and down the early church, which, right or 
wrong, argues quite a different temper and feeling from those of the present day. This day, on the first 
view of the subject, calls it an absurdity; that day did not." Surely it is fair to estimate inward states of 
mind by such spontaneous indications. To warn men against the religious complexion of certain persons 
at present, I should point to the Pastoral Aid-Society, though some who agree with them in general 
sentiments may not approve it. To describe that of our Bishops 130 years since, I should refer to the 
then attempt, nearly successful, of formally recognising the baptism of Dissenters. Again, the character 
of Laud's religion may be gathered even from the exaggerated account of his consecrating St. Catherine 
Cree's church, without sanctioning that account. 

When such indications occur in primitive times, though they are not of authority more than in modern 
times, yet they are tokens of what is of authority,--a certain religious temper, which is found every 
where, always, and in all, though the particular exhibitions of it be not. In like manner the spiritual 
interpretations of Scripture, which abound in the Fathers, may be considered as proving the Apostolicity 
of the principle of spiritualizing Scripture; though I may not, if it so happen, acquiesce in this or that 
particular application of it, in this or that Father. And so the administration of the Lord's Supper to 
infants in the church of Cyprian, Saint and Martyr, is a sanction of a principle, which your Magazine, on 
the other hand, calls "an absurdity," "intellectual drivelling," and "irrational fanaticism." For my part, I 
am not ashamed to confess that I should consider Cyprian a better interpreter of the Scripture doctrine 
of the Sacraments, of "the minding of the Spirit" about them, than even the best divines of this day, did 
they take, which I am far from accusing them of doing, an opposite view. You, however, almost class him 
among, and at least make him the associate and abettor of, "ignorant fanatics," p. 119. 

Now, if this interpretation of the passage in question be correct, as I conscientiously and from my heart 
believe it to be, it will follow that you have not yet made good even the shadow of a shade of a charge 
of opposition to the Articles--not only against Dr. Pusey, but against the Tracts generally; for no one can 
say that any one of the Articles formally forbids us to consider that grace is conveyed through the 
outward symbols; while, on the other hand, one of them expressly speaks of "the body of Christ" as 
"given," as well as "taken, in the Supper;" words, moreover, which are known to have meant, in the 
language of the day, "given by the administrator," and therefore through the consecrated bread. At the 
same time, let it be observed I do not consider the writer of the Advertisement to say for certain that 
the outward elements benefit true Christians when insensible; only as much as this, that we cannot be 
sure they do not. 

Before closing this head of my subject I shall remark on the words upon which you exclaim, "For shame, 
Dr. Pusey!" though he has no reason to be ashamed of what he did not write. They are these: "or what is 
called, communion with God." You often mistake, Mr. Editor, by not laying the emphasis on the right 



word in the sentence on which you happen to be commenting. This is a case in point. The stress is to be 
placed upon the word "called"--"what is called communion with God." The author meant, had he 
supplied his full meaning, "what is improperly called." There is nothing to show that he denies "the 
communion of saints" with God and with each other, and, in subordination to the mystical union, the 
conscious union of mind and affections. He only condemns that indulgence of mere excited feeling 
which has now-a-days engrossed that sacred title. 

To show that this is no evasion or disingenuousness on my part (for you sometimes indulge in hints 
about me to this effect), I will give your readers one or two more instances of the same failing in your 
mode of arguing, and one a very painful instance. 

For example: I said, in the former part of my letter, that Dr. Pusey's friends insist on no particular or 
peculiar sense of the Articles,--a fault which I had just charged upon you. I had said you were virtually 
imposing additions: then I supposed the objection made, that we should do so, had we the power,-as is 
often alleged. To this I answer, "Your Magazine may rest satisfied that Dr. Pusey's friends will never 
assert that the Articles have any particular meaning at all." You have missed the point of this sentence: 
accordingly, you detach it from the context, and prefix it to the opening of the discussion, before it 
appears in its proper place in print; and when it does appear, you print it in italics. This is taking a liberty 
with my text. However, to this subject I shall have occasion to recur. 

Another instance occurs in your treatment of the Homilies and Mr. Keble. The Homily speaks of "the 
stinking puddles of men's traditions." You apply this as an answer to Mr. Keble's sermon, who speaks of 
God's traditions, even those which St. Paul bids us "hold;" and who considers, moreover, that no true 
traditions of doctrine exist but such as may be proved from Scripture; whereas the Homily clearly means 
by men's traditions, such as cannot be proved from Scripture. You would have escaped this mistake, Mr. 
Editor, had you borne in mind that traditions "devised by men's imagination" are not Divine traditions, 
and that it as little follows that Catholic Traditions are to be rejected because Jewish and Roman are, as 
that the Christian Sabbath is abolished because the Jewish is abolished. But you saw that Mr. Keble said 
something or other about tradition, and you were carried away with the word. 

The last mistake of this kind is a distressing one. I hardly like to mention it; so serious is it. I must call it 
an "idle word." It is a charge brought against Dr. Pusey. He has said; "To those who have fallen, God 
holds out only a light in a dark place, sufficient for them to see their path, but not bright or cheering, as 
they would have it; and so, in different ways, man would forestall the sentence of his Judge; the 
Romanist by the sacrament of penance, a modern class of divines by the appropriation of the merits and 
righteousness of our blessed Redeemer." You add three notes of admiration, and say, "We tremble as 
we transcribe these awful words," p. 123. I dare not trust myself to speak about such heedless language 
as it deserves. I will but say, in explanation of your misconception, that Dr. Pusey compares to Roman 
restlessness, not the desiring and praying to be clothed, or the doctrine that every one who is saved 
must be clothed, in "the merits and righteousness of our blessed Redeemer," but the appropriation of 
them without warrant on the part of individuals. He denies that individuals who have fallen into sin have 
any right to claim them as their own already; he denies that they may "forestall the sentence of the 
Judge" at the last day; he maintains they can but flee to Christ, and adjure Him by His general promises, 
by His past mercies to themselves, by His present distinct mercies to them in the Church; but that they 
had no personal assurance, no right to appropriate again what was given them plenarily in baptism. This 
is his meaning; whereas you imply that he denies the duty of looking in faith to be saved by Christ's 
merits and righteousness; that he denies backsliders the hope of it. If you do not imply this, if you really 
and simply mean that the act of claiming Christ's merits by this or that individual (for of this Dr. P. 
speaks) is, as you express it, "a most Scriptural and consoling truth," and that it is "blasphemous," but 



for "the absence of wicked intention in the writer," to compare to the Roman penance the confidence 
which sinners are taught to feel that their past offences are already forgiven them,-if this be your 
meaning, I am wrong, but I am charitable, in saying you have mistaken Dr. Pusey. 

Now I come to the consideration of (q) the Homilies, (2) the Articles, and (3) Justification. And first 
concerning the Homilies. 

1. You ask, "How do these clergymen . reconcile their consciences to such declarations as those 

which abound in the Homilies, affirming that the Church of Rome is 'Antichrist,'" &c.? And you say that 
you are considered "persecutors" or a persecutor, because you ask how I and others "reconcile such 
things in the Homilies with the Oxford Tracts." Who considers you a persecutor? not I; nor should I ever 
so consider you for asking a simple question in argument. What I have censured you for, has been the 
use of vague epithets, calling names, and the like, which I really believe you in your sober reason 
disapprove as heartily as I do. For instance: I am sure you would think it wrong to proclaim to the world 
that such a one is an ultra-Protestant. It is classing him with a party. There are ultra-Protestants in the 
world, we know; but we can know so little of individuals that we have seldom right to call them so, 
unless they take the name. A person may hold certain ultra-Protestant notions, and we may say so; this 
is deciding about him just as far as we know, and no farther. The case is the same in the more solemn 
matters of heaven and hell. We say, for instance, that they who hold anti-Trinitarian doctrines will 
perish everlastingly; but we dare not apply this anathema to this or that person; the utmost we say is, 
that he holds damnable errors, leaving his person to God. To say nothing of the religiousness of such a 
proceeding, you see how much of real kindness and consideration it throws over controversy. Of course 
I do not wish to destroy what are facts; men are of different opinions, and they do act in sets. There is 
no harm in denoting this; many confess they so act. In conversation we never should get on, if we were 
ever using circumlocutions. But in controversy it does seem both Christian and gentlemanlike to subject 
oneself to rules; and as one of these, to make a distinction between opinions and persons; to condemn 
opinions, to condemn them in persons, but not to give bad names to the persons, till public authority 
sanctions it. If I think you have ought of the spirit of persecution in you--(and to be frank with you, and 
in observance of my own distinction, though you are not "a persecutor," you speak in somewhat of a 
persecuting tone,) it is not for perplexing me with questions, or overwhelming me with refutations, but 
because your style is "rough, rambling, and cursory." I think it like a persecutor to prefer general 
charges, to use unmeasured terms, to be oratorical and theatrical, and when challenged to speak 
definitely, to accuse the party challenging, of complaining, being angry, and the like. 

Now to return to the Homilies. You ask how I reconcile my conscience to the Homilies calling Rome 
Antichrist, I holding the doctrines of the Tracts. To this I answer by asking, if I may do so without offence, 
how you reconcile to your conscience the Homilies saying that "the Holy Ghost doth teach" in the book 
of Tobit? how you reconcile to your "subscription" that they five times call books of the Apocrypha 
"Scripture;" that Baruch is quoted as a "prophet" and as "holy Baruch," Tobit as "holy Father Tobit," the 
author of Wisdom and the Son of Sirach as "the Wise Man," and the latter is said "certainly to assure us" 
of a heavenly truth; in a word, that the Apocrypha is referred to as many as fifty-three times? Here you 
see I have the advantage of you, Mr. Editor. Though I believe the Old and New Testaments alone to be 
plenarily inspired, yet I do believe, according to the Homily, what you do not believe, that the Holy 
Ghost spoke by the mouth of Tobit. Here you see is the advantage of what you call my "scholastic 
distinctions." p. 193. When I said that the great gift of the Holy Ghost, called regeneration, was reserved 
for Christians, and yet that the Jews might be under His blessed guidance, you said I was drawing a 
scholastic distinction. This is one instance on your part of calling names. What do you mean by 
scholastic? Beware, lest, when you come to define it, you include unwittingly the most sacred truths 
under it. There are persons who think the Catholic doctrines of the Trinity and Atonement "scholastic;" 




and so they are, but they are something more, they are Apostolic also. The church went down into Egypt 
before it came out of it; nor is it any proof that the distinction in question is not Scriptural, that it is, if it 
is, scholastic. However, any how, it serves me in good stead in this instance from the Homilies; it enables 
me to understand and to assent to their doctrine concerning the Apocrypha. I consider the gifts and 
operations of the Blessed Spirit are manifold. What He is towards Angels, towards glorified Saints as 
Moses and Elias, towards the faithful departed, towards Adam in Paradise, towards the Jews, towards 
the Heathen, towards Christians militant; what He is in the Church, in the individual, in the Evangelist, in 
the Apostle, in the Prophet, in the Apocryphal writer, in the Doctor and Teacher, is one and the same so 
far as this, that it is holy; but it may differ in kind in each case. Life is the same in all living things; yet 
there is one flesh of men, another of fishes, another of birds: and so the spiritual gift in like manner may 
be the same, yet diverse; it may be applied to the heart or to the head, as an inward habit or an external 
impression, plenarily or partially; for one purpose, not for another; for a time, or for ever. This view of 
God's gracious influences you call scholastic. I, on the other hand, call the common division, into 
miraculous and moral or spiritual, jejune and unauthorized. However, whether I be right or you, I am at 
least able to do with mine, what you cannot,--agree with the Homily. If you will not take my explanation, 
which I sincerely believe to be the right one, you must "reconcile your conscience" to a better; till you 
find one, you must reconcile it to a disagreement with the Homily. 

Now I will put another difficulty to you, which will be found in the event to put you into a greater strait 
as regards the Homilies, than you suppose me to be in. The last Homily in the volume is "Against 
Disobedience and Wilful Rebellion." It is one of the most elaborate of them, consisting of no less than six 
parts. It advocates unreservedly the doctrine of passive obedience to the authorities under which we 
find ourselves by birth. I hold this doctrine, you do not. [The charge against the Magazine was not of 
disloyalty, but of holding the doctrine that subjects may, under circumstances, rebel against their civil 
governors, e. g. as in the instance of the Revolution of 1688 in England, in Greece in 1821, in Spain in 
1823, in France in 1830.] Let me put before you some of the statements of this Homily,-the direct, 
explicit, developements of its title. "If servants," it says, "ought to obey their masters, not only being 
gentle, but such as be froward, as well, and much more, ought subjects to be obedient, not only to their 
good and courteous, but also to their sharp and rigorous princes," Part I. "A rebel is worse than the 
worst prince," ibid. "But what if the prince be undiscreet and evil indeed, and it is also evident to all 
men's eyes that he so is? I ask again, what if it belong to the wickedness of the subjects, that the prince 
is undiscreet and evil? shall the subjects both by their wickedness provoke God, for their deserving 
punishment, to give them an undiscreet and evil prince, and also rebel against him, and withal against 
God, who for the punishment of their sins did give them such a prince?" (ibid.) Now, considering the 
high Tory doctrine, as it is called, contained in extracts such as these, I call upon you, Mr. Editor, as you 
would earn the meed of consistency and impartiality, to designate the writers and abettors of them, and 
all "subscribers" to them, "Lauds and Sacheverells." 

I think I have now shown that you are not the person to take my conscience to task for not receiving 
every sentence of the Homilies as a formal enunciation of doctrine. I might, indeed, were it worth while, 
enlarge upon the venturesomeness of a writer, who seems, according to my apprehension, to hold that 
baptism is not a means of grace, but only "a sign, seal, and pledge," p. 167, and yet uses the Liturgy, 
being the man to make appeals to the conscience of others. But let this pass. Here, in the very instance 
you bring, you do not come into court with clean hands. You shrink from certain portions of the 
Homilies; and yet you use strong language about my supposed difference from other portions. Under 
these circumstances, were I merely writing for you, I should leave you to marvel at my conscience, or to 
turn to your own; but I write to your readers; and in what I say in explanation of my own behaviour 
towards the Homilies, I may perchance do something towards excusing yours. 



I say plainly, then, I have not subscribed the Homilies, though you say I have, pp. 151, 153; though you 
add to my subscription to the Articles this further subscription also; nor was it ever intended that any 
member of the English Church should be subjected to what, if considered as an extended confession, 
would indeed be a yoke of bondage. Romanism surely is innocent, compared with that system which 
should impose upon the "conscience" a thick octavo volume, written flowingly and freely by fallible 
men, to be received exactly sentence by sentence. I cannot conceive any grosser instance of a 
Pharisaical tradition than this would be. No: the Reformers would have shrunk from the thought of so 
unchristian a proceeding--a proceeding which would render it impossible (I will say) for any one 
member, lay or clerical, of the Church to remain in it, who was subjected to such an ordeal. For instance: 

I do not suppose that any reader would be satisfied with the political reasons for fasting, though 
indirectly introduced, yet fully admitted and dwelt upon in the Homily on that subject. He would not like 
to subscribe the declaration that eating fish was a duty, not only as being a kind of fasting, but as making 
provisions cheap, and encouraging the fisheries. He would not like the association of religion with 
earthly politics. 

How, then, are we bound to the Homilies? By the Thirty-fifth Article, which speaks as follows: "The 
Second Book of Homilies .... doth contain a godly and wholesome doctrine, and necessary for these 
times, as doth the former Book of Homilies." Now, observe, this Article does not speak of every 
statement made in them, but of the "doctrine." It speaks of the view or cast or body of doctrine 
contained in them. In spite of ten thousand incidental propositions, as in any large book, there is, it is 
obvious, a certain line of doctrine, which maybe contemplated continuously in its shape and direction. 
For instance: if you say you disapprove the doctrine contained in the Tracts for the Times, no one 
supposes you to mean that every sentence and half sentence is a lie. If this were so, then you are most 
inconsistent, after denouncing them, to imply, p. 167, that they "contain much that is godly and 
edifying, much that you are grateful for, and much that, if separated from its adjuncts, would be highly 
valuable in these days of liberalism and laxity." You even give logical reasons to show that there is no 
inconsistency, and protest against the notion. Now, sir, I am going to turn your "medium not 
distributed" against yourself. I say then, that, in like manner, when the Article speaks of the doctrine of 
the Homilies, it does not measure the letter of them by the inch, it does not imply they contain no 
propositions which admit of two opinions; but it speaks of a certain determinate line of doctrine, and 
moreover adds, it is "necessary for these times." Does not this, too, show the same thing? If a man said. 
The Tracts for the Times are seasonable at this moment, as their title signifies, would he not speak of 
them as taking a certain line and bearing a certain way? Would he not be speaking, not of phrases or 
sentences, but of a "doctrine" in them tending one way, viewed as a whole? Would he be inconsistent, if 
after praising them as seasonable, he continued, "Yet I do not pledge myself to every view or sentiment; 
there are some things in them hard of digestion, or overstated, or doubtful, or subtle?" 

Let us, then, have no more such superfluous appeals to our consciences in such a matter. Reserve them 
for graver cases, if you think you see such. If any thing could add to the irrelevancy of the charge in 
question, it is the particular point in which I dissent from the Homilies, even if I do, which will not be so 
easy to prove;--a question concerning the fulfilment of prophecy; viz. whether Papal Rome is Anti-Christ! 
An iron yoke indeed you would forge for the conscience, when you oblige us to assent, not only to all 
matters of doctrine which the Homilies contain, but even to their opinion concerning the fulfilment of 
prophecy. Why, we do not ascribe authority in such matters even to the unanimous consent of all the 
Fathers. But you allow us no private judgment whatever; your private judgment is al particular and 
peculiar. 

I will put what I have been saying in a second point of view. The Homilies are subsidiary to the Articles; 
therefore they are of authority so far as they bring out the sense of the Articles, and are not of authority 



where they do not. For instance, they say that David, though unbaptized, was regenerated, as you have 
quoted. This statement cannot be of authority, because it not only does not agree, but it even disagrees, 
with the Ninth Article, which translates the Latin word "renatis" by the English "baptized." But, observe, 
if this mode of viewing the Homilies be taken, as it fairly may, you suffer; for, the Apocrypha being the 
subject of an Article, the comment furnished in the Homily is binding on you, whereas you reject it. 

A further remark will bring us to the same point. Another test of acquiescence in the doctrine of the 
Homilies, is this: Take their table of contents; examine the headings; these surely, taken together, will 
give the substance of their teaching. Now I maintain that I hold fully and heartily the doctrine of the 
Homilies under every one of these headings: nor, (excepting the question of Justification, on which I am 
myself thoroughly convinced I hold it, and which I intend to discuss; and of Repentance, in which the 
Homily says not a sentence which I do not hold;) will you yourself be inclined to doubt it. The only point 
to which I should not accede, nor think myself called upon to accede, would be certain matters, 
subordinate to the doctrines to which the headings refer--matters not of doctrine, but of opinion, as 
that Rome is the Anti-Christ; or of historical fact, as that there was a Pope Joan, which, by the bye, I 
doubt whether you hold any more than I do. But now, on the other hand, can you subscribe the doctrine 
of the Homilies under every one of its formal headings? I believe you cannot. The Homily against 
Disobedience and Wilful Rebellion is in many of its elementary principles decidedly opposed to your 
sentiments. And yet you are the writer to tax another with not holding by the Homilies! Unless I had 
some experience that to be represented as "troublers of Israel" and "pestilent fellows" is the portion of 
those who fight against the Age, I should feel astonished at this. 

I verily and in my conscience believe, that whether we take the text or the spirit of the Homilies, I do 
hold both the one and the other more exactly than those who question me. Do not, then, in future 
appeal to me, as if I for an instant granted that the Homilies were on your side;--but I propose to say 
more on this subject when I come to speak on Justification. 

2. It follows to speak of the Articles. You imply that I put no sense at all upon them, but take them to 
mean any thing; and subscription to be no test or engagement of my opinions. Now is not this 
somewhat a strong charge to bring against a Clergyman? and particularly a member of a University 
which has, within the last two years, shown extraordinary, and almost unanimous, earnestness in 
maintaining the necessity of subscription, even in the case of undergraduates, against the external 
pressure? Why did not Dr. Pusey's friends quietly sit by, and leave others to set them free? Surely the 
facts of the case are strong enough to excuse a little charity, had persons any to give. Persons really do 
astonish me, after all-prepared as I am for such exhibitions-by the ease and vigour with which they 
fling about accusations; showing themselves perfect masters of their weapon. In one place you say that 
we hold that there is "not one baptized person, not one regenerated person, not one communicant, 
among all the Protestant churches, Lutheran or Reformed, except the Church of England and its 
daughter churches," p 122. Now, what would you say if we affirmed that you held that men could be 
saved by faith without works? You would think us very unscrupulous, and might use some strong words. 
Well, then, there is not a word, which you would apply to such a statement, that I might not with perfect 
sincerity and truth apply to yours. You have touched on a large subject, on which we have no where 
ventured any opinion whatever, and in which we do not hold what you have expressed-the subject of 

lay baptism-but on which an opinion is forthcoming when needed.-Another remarkable exhibition of 

the same science is your asserting that one of the Tracts calls the Dissenters "a mob of Tiptops, Gapes, 
and Yawns," pp. 172, 174, 177, 185, 186. Five times you say or imply it. Now it so happens the Tract in 
question has nothing to do with Dissenters; but with persons who wish alterations in the Liturgy on 
insufficient grounds, a circumstance which in itself excludes Dissenters. To those of your readers who do 
not know this Tract (it is one of the parts of Richard Nelson), the following explanation will be 




acceptable. The subject of the Tract is the shortening of the Church Service. Tiptop is a "travelling man 
from Hull or Preston," who "quarters at" a public-house at Nelson's village, "sometimes for a fortnight at 
a time," and "dabbles in religion as well as in politics;" a man who is praised by his admirers as "talking 
beautifully, and expounding on any subject a person might choose to mention, politics, trade, 
agriculture, learning, religion, and what not." He "lectures about the Church Prayers" among other 
things; and I suppose it is this word "lecture" which has caught your eye, and led you into error; if so, it 
is a sort of indication what attention you give to the matter of the Tracts. But to continue. Yawn is a 
farmer whose sons go to the Church school; and he himself "scarcely ever," as he boasts, "misses a 
Sunday," coming into the service "about the end of the First Lesson." Ned Gape too is a church-goer, 
though a late one. In what sense of the words, then, Mr. Editor, do you assert that when Richard Nelson, 
in the end of the story, says that he "cannot stand by and see the noble old Prayer-book pulled to 
pieces, just to humour a mob of Tiptops, Gapes, and Yawns," that the writer calls Dissenters by those 
titles? 

I shall give one more instance of this freedom, and then return to the consideration of the Articles. I said 
in the former part of my letter, that you called Dr. Pusey's belief that the old Fathers were not 

regenerated on earth, "the very bathos of theology." On this you observe, "Mr.- still finds it 

necessary to misapply our statement. 

The remark respecting 'the bathos of theology' referred to the doctrine, quoted from some old writers, 
of the conveyance of Divine grace to an insensible person, by placing in his lips the bread and wine by 
which believers partake mystically of Christ's body--not however in a state of insensibility, but 'by faith, 
with thanksgiving.' This obsolete superstition we did and do consider the bathos of theology; but 

Mr.-, not venturing to defend it, turns aside our remark, as if we had said that it is the bathos of 

theology that 'by the coming of our Saviour Christ,' quoting the Homily, 'we have received more 
abundantly the Spirit of God.'" p. 192. Now, without dwelling on the unreasonableness of saying "Mr. 

-not venturing to defend it," when the doctrine I did not defend was to be the subject of the second 

head of my letter, and I was engaged upon the first head; and when, after all, I was not engaged in 
proving my belief on these points, but demanding proof that they were against the Articles; waiving all 
this, let the reader reflect upon your Magazine's original words, which you now accuse me of misstating. 
"It is the very bathos of theology, an absurdity not worthy to be gravely replied to, that men were 
'sanctified,' 'greatly sanctified,' 'were the friends of God,' &c. &c. yet .... were still 'unregenerate.'" (p. 
790.) Thus you do call the non-regeneration of the Patriarchs "the bathos of theology;" and when I say 
so in my letter, "No," you retort, "it is a misstatement; I said the doctrine of insensible persons 
benefiting from the Sacrament is the bathos." It is kindest to account for this strange mistake of yours by 
attributing it to what you yourself are partly conscious of, your "rough and rambling" ways. 

And with a like heedlessness you imply that I hold the Articles as a nasus cereus, to use the controversial 
term. And you wish me to caution "indiscreet 'approvers'" of the Tracts against saying that "the Articles 
are the weak point in our Church; we may indeed sign them, for 'is there any taste in the white of an 
egg." "All this being as pertinent, when addressed to me, as if I were to accuse you of teaching salvation 
by faith without works. However, such unfounded charges are, I repeat, our omen of ultimate success; I 
cheerfully bear them; and now proceed to disabuse at least some of your readers, and perhaps to 
silence yourself. 

You seem to me to confuse between two things very distinct; the holding a certain sense of a statement 
to be true, and imposing that sense upon others. Sometimes the two go together; at other times they do 
not. For instance, the meaning of the Creed (and again, of the Liturgy) is known; there is no opportunity 
for doubt here; it means but one thing, and he who does not hold that one meaning, does not hold it at 






all. But the case is different (to take an illustration), in the drawing up of a Political Declaration, or a 
Petition to Parliament. It is composed by persons, differing in matters of detail, agreeing together to a 
certain point and for a certain end. Each narrowly watches that nothing is inserted to prejudice his own 
particular opinion, or stipulates for the insertion of what may rescue it. Hence general words are used, 
or particular words inserted, which by superficial inquirers afterwards are criticized as vague and 
indeterminate on the one hand, or inconsistent on the other; but, in fact, they all have a meaning and a 
history, could we ascertain it. [Hence faith, justification, infection, &c., are used, not defined in the 
Articles.] And, if the parties concerned in such a document are legislating and determining for posterity, 
they are respective representatives of corresponding parties in the generations after them. Now the 
Thirty-nine Articles lie between these two, between a Creed and a mere joint Declaration; to a certain 
point they have one meaning, beyond that they have no one meaning. They have one meaning, so far as 
they embody the doctrine of the Creed; they have different meanings, so far as they are drawn up by 
men influenced by the discordant opinions of the day. This is what I have expressed in the former part of 
my letter: "the Articles," I say, "are confessedly wide in their meaning, but still their width is within 
bounds: they seem to include a number of shades of opinion." 

Next, as to those points (whatever they are) in which they cannot be said to have one meaning. Each 
subscriber indeed attaches that meaning which he at once holds and thinks the meaning; but this is his 
"particular" meaning, and he has no right to impose it on another. In saying, then, I shall put no 
"particular meaning" on portions of the Articles, I spoke, not of my own belief, but of my enforcing that 
belief upon others. I do sincerely and heartily consider my sense of the Articles on certain points to be 
presently mentioned, to be the true sense: but I do not feel sure that there were not present, at the 
drawing up of the Articles, persons or feelings which led the framers (not as doing so on a principle, but 
spontaneously, from the existing hindrances to perfect unanimity), to abstain from perfect precision and 
uniformity of statement. What can be more truly liberal and forbearing than this view? yet for thus 
holding that Calvinists and others, whom I think mistaken, may sign the Articles as well as myself, I am 
said myself to sign them with "no meaning whatever." And you actually take my own sentiment out of 
my mouth, clothe it in the words of the Royal Declaration, and then gravely make a present of it to me 
back again, as if it were something wise and high of your own. "The Royal Declaration," you say, 
"prefixed to the Articles, congratulates the Church that all the clergy had 'most willingly subscribed' to 
them, ' all sorts taking them to be for them:' which shows that each conscientious individual had 
carefully examined into their meaning, and not that he signed them without attaching any 'particular 
meaning at all.'" p. 191. Of course, these are just my sentiments. 

Accordingly I go on to say, that I look forward to success, not by compelling others to take one view of 
the Articles, but by convincing them that mine is the right one. And this will explain what you call my 
"pugnacious terms." Were I fighting against individuals or a party in the Church, this would be party 
spirit: but then I should wish to coerce them or cast them out; whereas I am opposing principles and 
doctrines--so, I would fain persuade and convert, not triumph over those who hold them. I am not 
pugnacious; I am only "militant." 

It will explain, too, what you consider my overweening and provoking language. For I consider I am but 
speaking what the Catholic Fathers witness to be Christ's Gospel. I am exercising no private judgment on 
Scripture; and while I will not enforce it coercively, having no authority to do so, I will never put it 
forward hesitatingly, as if I did not think all other doctrines plainly wrong. 

So much about myself. On the other hand, my charge against you is, and I repeat it, that you do wish to 
add to the Articles; that is, in the same sense in which you accused Bishop Marsh of wishing to do so. 
You wish to impose upon me your particular or peculiar notion that the Patriarchs were regenerated; 



which is an invasion of private judgment, as permitted in our Church, as gross as if I strove to enforce on 
you my particular notion, in accordance with the Homily, that the Holy Ghost spoke "by the mouth of 
Tobit." Till you name the particular points of opinion for which you call on Dr. Pusey to resign his 
Professorship, and state the Article or determination of the Church which he transgresses, I will never 
cease to say that you do unwittingly--not of course with bad intention--that you do wish and aim to add 
to the Articles of subscription. 

To sum up what I have said, and be at the same time more specific. I consider that the first five Articles 
have one definite, positive, dogmatic view, even that which has been, from the beginning, the Catholic 
and Apostolic Truth on which the Church is built. 

From the Sixth to the Eighteenth, I conceive to have one certain view also, brought out in that particular 
form at the Reformation; but, as in the Seventeenth, not clearly demonstrable to be such to the 
satisfaction of the world. 

In the remaining Articles, taken as a body, I think there is less strictness, perspicuity, and completeness 
of meaning. Some, though clear and definite in their meaning, are but negative, or protestant, as being 
directed against the Romanists; others, which are positive, are derived from various schools; in others 
the view is left open, or inchoate. 

The first division I humbly receive as Divine, proveable from Scripture, but descending to us by Catholic 
tradition also. The next I admit and hold as deducible from Scripture by private judgment, tradition only 
witnessing here and there. The last division I receive only in the plain letter, according to the injunction 
of the Declaration, because I do believe in my conscience that they were not written upon any one view, 
and cannot be taken except in the letter; because I think they never had any one simple meaning; 
because I think I see in them the terms of various schools mixed together--terms known by their 
historical associations to be theologically discordant, though in the mere letter easy and intelligible. 

And now, lastly, I will mention why I take these last Articles in that one particular meaning in which I do 
take them, and not in another. This again is from no mere private liking or opinion; it is because I verily 
think the Church wishes me so to take them. We at this day receive the Articles, not on the authority of 
their framers, whoever they were, English or foreign, but on the authority, i. e. in the sense, of the 
Convocation imposing them, that is, the Convocation of 1571. That Convocation, which imposed them, 
also passed the following Canon about Preachers:--"ln the first place, let them be careful never to teach 
any thing in their sermons, as if to be religiously held and believed by the people, but what is agreeable 
to the doctrine of the Old and New Testament, and collected from that very doctrine by the catholic 
Fathers and ancient Bishops." This is but one out of the hundred appeals to Antiquity, which, in one way 
or other, our Church has put forth; but it is rendered unique by its originating in the Convocation from 
which we receive the Articles. It is quite impossible that that Convocation wished us to receive and 
explain the doctrines contained in them in any other sense than that which "the catholic Fathers and 
ancient Bishops" drew from Scripture. Far from explaining away, I am faithfully maintaining them, when 
I catholicize them. It were well for themselves, had others as good a reason for Calvinizing or Zuinglizing 
them. 

And all this shows how right I am in saying that the Articles must not be viewed as in themselves a 
perfect system of doctrine, p. 189. They are, on the face of them, but protests against existing errors, 
Socinianism and Romanism. For instance, how else do you account for the absence of any statement 
concerning the Inspiration of Scripture? On the other hand, the Canon of 1571, just cited, is a proof that 
the whole range of catholic doctrines is professed by our Church; not, only so much as is contained in 



the Articles. Its reception of the primitive Creeds is another proof; for they reach to many points not 
contained in the Articles without them. To these documentary evidences may be added the 30th Canon 
of 1603. Speaking of the use of the Sign of the Cross, it says, "The abuse of a thing doth not take away 
the lawful use of it. Nay, so far was it from the purpose of the Church of England to forsake and reject 
the churches of Italy, France, Spain, Germany, or any such like churches, in all things which they held 
and practised, that, as the Apology of the Church of England confesseth, it doth with reverence retain 
those ceremonies which do neither endamage the church of God nor offend the minds of sober men; 
and only departed from them in those particular points wherein they were fallen, both from themselves 
in their ancient integrity, and from the Apostolical churches, which were their first founders." 

It is clear, then, that the English Church holds all that the primitive church held, even in ceremonies, 
except there be some particular reason assignable for not doing so in this or that instance; and only 
does not hold the modern corruptions maintained by Romanism. In these corruptions it departs from 
Rome; therefore these are the points in which it thinks it especially necessary to declare its opinion. To 
these were added the most sacred points of faith, in order to protest against those miserable heresies to 
which Protestantism had already given birth. Thus the Church stands in a via media; the first five Articles 
being directed against extreme Protestantism, the remaining ones against Rome. And hence, when the 
Royal Declaration says that they "contain the true doctrine of the Church of England, agreeable to God's 
word," which you quote, p. 169, as if it made against me, it speaks of the doctrine of the English church 
so far as distinguished from other churches: it does not say the doctrine of the Gospel, the doctrine of 
the church catholic, or the whole faith; but it speaks of it in contrast with existing systems. This is 
evident from its wording; for the clause "agreeable to God's word" evidently glances at Rome; and the 
history of its promulgation throws abundant light on the fact that it Was aimed against Calvinism and 
Arminianism. There is nothing, then, in these words to show that the Articles are a system of doctrine, 
or more than the English doctrine in those points in which it differs from Romanism and Socinianism, 
and embraces Arminianism and Calvinism. 

No: our Apostolical communion inherits, as the promises, so the faith, enjoyed by the Saints in every 
age; the faith which Ignatius, Cyprian, and Gregory received from the Apostles. We did not begin on a 
new foundation in King Edward's time; we only reformed, or repaired, the superstructure. You must not 
defraud us, Mr. Editor, of our birthright, by turning what is a salutary protest into a system of divinity. 

Before proceeding to the subject of Justification, I will conclude what I have otherwise to say on your 
sixty pages, by adducing some further instances of what I consider misconceptions in them. 

(1.) You say (p. 120) that Mr.-in his Parochial Sermons "most unscripturally" expresses himself to this 

effect:--even "the most hardened sinner" may "recollect those times of his youth when he was free 
[pure] from sin." You say this doctrine involves a "confidence of boasting," and is "fearful." Now he uses 
the word "sin" in the same sense in which our Church prays that Christ may "vouchsafe to keep us this 
day without sin;" and "that this day we fall into no sin." It seems, then, all we of the English Church pray 
every morning of our lives that we may be preserved through the day in a state which involves "a 
confidence of boasting." Your misconception has arisen from not observing there are different kinds of 
sin. You may call me indeed, and the Church in consequence, "scholastic" in this distinction; I call you 
"technical," and my epithet is as availing as yours. 

(2.) You speak, p. 146, of Mr. Hook's University Sermons as embodying some of the leading principles of 
the Oxford Tracts. But you do not, I suppose, mean thereby to imply that he has taken his opinions from 
the Tracts. No, Mr. Hook is an independent witness, who has boldly put forth the Catholic doctrines in 
less promising times than these, and before some of the writers of the Tracts had any formed views 




upon the subjects he treats of. His sermons were listened to with extraordinary interest, and have made 
a deep impression on the minds of his hearers. In his instance, indeed, two distinct lines of usefulness 
are united, which have been granted together to no other clergyman of the day; viz. the successful 
preaching of Catholic truth both to a manufacturing population, and to the young. I say this, lest you 
should seem to be paying the Tracts an honour which they cannot claim, that of having influenced Mr. 
Hook's opinions. 

(3.) You say of the Fathers, p. 147, "they were discrepant in their opinions, so that, beyond their general 
testimony to a few striking particulars, above all the Divinity of our Lord, they cannot be referred to with 
any certainty or confidence, for the opinion of one might not be that of another, much less of the 
Catholic Church." Now, Mr. Editor, observe what I am going to say, and never again accuse me of 
wishing to enslave the Protestant mind to the Fathers. I, as well as you, hold the Fathers not to demand 
our assent, except on those points in which they agree together, in the same sense in which they agree 
in witnessing "the Divinity of our Lord." You will find nothing in the Tracts for the Times stronger than 
this doctrine, which it appears is your own also. You and I, then, agree in principle in the matter; we 
differ in the matter of fact, what doctrines are unanimously attested, and what not. 

This mistake is the more remarkable, because the exposition of our view on the subject occurs in the 
very Tract which you analyze and discuss at length, No. 71. It is there said, "It is quite impossible that all 
countries should have agreed in that which was not Apostolic. They are a number of concordant 
witnesses to certain definite truths; and while their testimony is one and the same from the very first 
moment they publicly utter it, so, on the other hand, if there be bodies which speak otherwise, we can 
show historically that they rose later than the Apostles. This majestic evidence, however, does not 
extend to any but to the articles of the Creed, especially those relating to the Trinity and Incarnation," p. 
28. [A misconception in unexpected quarters makes it just necessary to observe, that in the language of 
the Primitive Church, here used, "the Incarnation," was taken to include under it the doctrine of the 
Atonement.] For the future, then, do not accuse us of what we do not hold, that one Father is of 
authority in a point in which others are against him. This instance will be sufficient to show your readers, 
that at least you cannot guide them into our views concerning tradition. They had better have recourse 
to Mr. Hook and Mr. Keble, if not to be converted, at least to ascertain how things stand. 

(4.) Here let me observe, you attribute most gratuitously, and (I must even say) officiously, this same 
Tract, No. 71, to Dr. Pusey; and, as assuming it to be his, you accuse him of saying that it is "safest not," 
p. 149, to pray to the saints; and that "what the Fathers held" would be an "irrefragable argument" 
against transubstantiation. Again you say, "Professor Pusey considers the Eleventh Article as having 
been the cause of infinite mischief, by leading to 'the wildest Antinomian doctrine;' yet that, upon the 
whole-bountiful concession for an Oxford Professor to the glorious Eleventh Article of the Anglican 
Church-it was 'innocently intended!!"' p. 155; see also p. 189. I do really think this is a very great liberty 
to take with Dr. Pusey's name. It is the second instance of the kind into which you have been betrayed. 
This is very heedless. This Tract is not Dr. Pusey's writing. Dr. Pusey has written nothing to which he has 
not put either his name or his initials. One should have thought even the internal evidence of style 
would have saved you from such an awkwardness. The writer of it is as unwilling to surrender his claim 
to it, as to let others bear the imputation; nor is he in danger, of losing, or Dr. Pusey of being laden with, 
a property which all careful readers will see to want the exuberance of thought and language which is 
Dr. Pusey's characteristic. 

As to the principal charge brought against this Tract, that it attacks the Eleventh Article, it will be best 
answered by quoting the passage referred to. It is as follows. "For specimens of the perverse reception 
by the nation, as above alluded to, of what was innocently intended, I would refer to the popular sense 



put upon the Eleventh Article, which, though clearly and soundly explained in the Homily on Justification 
or Salvation, has been taken to countenance the wildest Antinomian doctrine; and is now so associated 
in the minds of many, with this wrong interpretation, as to render almost hopeless the recovery of the 
true meaning." 

(5.) You quote Dr. Comber against us as an "argumentum ad hominem." But a single divine is no 
authority with us; it is as one of a catena, it is as coinciding with the consensus Patrum, in matters of 
doctrine, that he is valuable. There are things in Jeremy Taylor, Hooker, Ussher, Laud, and Field, which 
one may well scruple to admit. 

(6.) You say, "As Dr. Pusey considers this anointing "in baptism" as Apostolical (and if so, it is a Divinely 
appointed, and therefore an essential portion of baptism), we do not see how he can use the Church of 
England office, which omits it; thus violating a sacred precept of transmissive religion," &c. &c.--By 
"ordinance of our Lord" Dr. Pusey meant baptism. But, again, he holds with the Thirty-fourth Article: 
that "traditions and ceremonies may be changed according to the diversity of countries, times, and 
men's manners, so that nothing be ordained against God's word. He only questions the adviseableness 
of the alteration in the particular instance, not the legality of the act. 

(7.) You say that "Mr. Palmer must surely have learned" certain "language" in his learned work on the 
Prayer-book, "at Trent," p. 163. Mr. Palmer does not need defence from me. I notice him merely as an 
additional instance how certain a writer of our Church is to be called Popish by you, if he has any 
learning. Depend upon it, Mr. Editor, your only chance of maintaining your ultraism, is by keeping men 
in ignorance of theology. If even your stanchest advocate were to study theology, he would become 
either a professed Rationalist, or what you would call a Papist. 

(8.) You say, speaking of Sacraments, "the Church of England, you believe, has gone as far as Scripture, 
and not beyond it, in the threefold expression of a sign, a seal, and a pledge." p. 167 vid. also pp. 169, 
180. Now it has gone further; it considers them "means of grace." Since, then, our Church would, 
according to you, have gone as far as Scripture in making them "signs, seals, and pledges," it follows 
that, in making them means, it has gone beyond Scripture. This again is heedless. 

(9.) You find fault with Ussher's argument against Purgatory (viz. that it is distinct from the objects 
contemplated in the primitive prayers for the dead in Christ), as "injudicious." It is as I said, Mr. Editor, 
you cannot endure a learned man. Ussher even, in spite of his alleged Calvinism, is not enough of a 
Protestant for you. 

However, I shall now close for the present. One subject, and a most important one, remains; that of 
Justification. Before I commence it, I invite you to do, what you cannot decline. You have accused me 
frequently of "evasions," though not intentional ones, of course. I on the other hand accuse you, instead 
of coming to the point, of vague and illogical declamation, though not intentional either. Now, then, 
state definitely what Dr. Pusey's opinions are, for which he ought to give up his Professorship; and state 
also why, that is, what statements of our Church his own oppose. Till you do this, I shall persist in saying 
you wish to add to the Articles of subscription. I challenge you to do this, and call your readers to attend 
to your answer; and then, in my next, I will do my best to meet it. 

The letter was not continued further, partly on account of the mode in which the above was printed in 
the pages of the Magazine, and partly because the challenge, repeated in its closing words, had not 
been met. 



Tracts for the Times ADVENT SERMONS ON ANTICHRIST. [Number 83] 


SERMON I. 

THE TIMES OF ANTICHRIST. 

2THESS. ii. 3. 

"Let no man deceive you by any means: for that Day shall not come, except there come a falling away 
first, and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition." 

THE Thessalonian Christians had supposed that the coming of CHRIST was near at hand. St. Paul writes 
to warn them against such an expectation. Not that he discountenances their looking out for CHRIST'S 
coming,Ethe contrary; but he tells them that a certain event must come before it, and till that was 
arrived, the end would not be. "That Day shall not come," he says, "except there come a falling away 
first." 

As long as the world lasts, this passage of Scripture will be full of reverent interest to Christians. It is 
their duty ever to be watching for the advent of their LORD, to search for the signs of it in all that 
happens around them; and above all to keep in mind this great and awful sign which the text speaks of. 
At this season of the year, then, when we turn our thoughts to the coming of CHRIST, it is not out of 
place to review the intimations given us in Scripture concerning His precursor: this I shall now do in 
several Sermons; and, in doing so, I shall follow the exclusive guidance of the ancient Fathers of the 
Church. 

I follow the ancient Fathers, not as thinking that on such a subject they have the weight they possess in 
the instance of doctrines or ordinances. When they speak of doctrines, they speak of them as being 
universally held. They are witnesses to the fact of those doctrines being received, not here or there, but 
every where. We receive those doctrines which they thus hold, not merely because they hold them, but 
because they bear witness that all Christians every where then held them. We take them as honest 
informants, but not as a sufficient authority in themselves, though they are an authority too. If they 
were to state these very same doctrines, but say, "These are our opinions; we deduced them from 
Scripture, and they are true," we might well doubt about receiving them at their hands. We might fairly 
say, that we had as much right to deduce from Scripture as they had; that deductions of Scripture were 
mere opinions; that if our deductions agreed with theirs, that would be a happy coincidence, and 
increase our confidence in them; but if they did not, it could not be helpedEwe must follow our own 
light. Doubtless no man has any right to impose his own deductions upon another, in matters of faith. 



There is an obvious obligation, indeed, upon the ignorant to submit to those who are better informed; 
and there is a fitness in the young submitting implicitly for a time to the teaching of their elders; but 
beyond this, one man's opinion is not better than anotherEs. But this is not the state of the case as 
regards the primitive Fathers. They do not speak of their own private opinion; they do not say, "This is 
true, because we see it in Scripture"Eabout which there might be differences of judgmentsEbut, "this is 
true, because in matter of fact it is held, and has ever been held, by all the Churches, down to our times, 
without interruption, ever since the Apostles:"Ewhere the question is merely one of testimony, whether 
they had the means of knowing that it had been and was so held; for if it was the belief of so many and 
independent Churches at once, and that as if from the Apostles, doubtless it cannot but be true and 
Apostolic. 

This, I say, is the mode in which the Fathers speak as regards doctrine; but it is otherwise when they 
interpret prophecy. In this matter there seems to have been no Catholic, no universal, no openly 
declared traditions; and when they interpret, they are for the most part giving, and profess to be giving, 
either their own private opinions, or uncertain traditions. This is what might have been expected; for it 
is not ordinarily the course of Divine Providence to interpret prophecy before the event. What the 
Apostles disclosed concerning the future, war, for the most part disclosed by them in private, to 
individualsEnot committed to writing, not intended for the edifying of the body of CFIRIST,E and was 
soon lost. Thus, in a few verses after the text, St. Paul says, "Remember ye not, that when I was yet with 
you, I told you these things?" and he writes by hints and allusions, not speaking out. And it shows how 
little care was taken to discriminate and authenticate his prophetical intimations, that the Thessalonians 
had taken up an opinion, that he had saidEwhat he had not saidEthat the Day of CHRIST was 
immediately at hand. 

Yet, though the Fathers do not convey to us the interpretation of prophecy with the same certainty as 
they convey doctrine, yet in proportion to their agreement, their personal character, and the general 
reception at the time, or the authority of the sources of the opinions they are stating, they are to be 
read with deference; for, to say the least, they are as likely to be right as commentators now; in some 
respects more so, because the interpretation of prophecy has become in these times a matter of 
controversy and party. And passion and prejudice have so interfered with soundness of judgment, that it 
is difficult to say who is to be trusted in it, or whether a private Christian may not be as good an 
expositor as those by whom the office has been assumed. 

1. Now to turn to the passage in question, which I shall examine by arguments drawn from Scripture, 
without being solicitous to agree, or to say why I disagree, from modern commentators: "That Day shall 
not come, except there come a falling away first." Here it is said that a certain frightful apostasy, and the 
appearing of the Man of sin, the son of perdition, i. e. as is commonly called, Antichrist, shall precede 
the coming of CHRIST. Our SAVIOUR seems to add, that it will immediately precede Him, or that His 
coming will follow close upon it; for, after speaking of "false prophets" and "false Christs," "showing 
signs and wonders," "iniquity abounding," and "love waxing cold," and the like, He adds, "When ye shall 
see all these things, know that it is near, even at the doors." Again He says, "When ye shall see the 
abomination of desolation....stand in the holy place then let them that be in Judea flee into the 
mountains." Indeed, St. Paul implies this also, when he says that Antichrist shall be destroyed by the 
brightness of CHRISTES coming. 

If, then. Antichrist is to come immediately before CHRIST, and to be the sign of His coming, it is manifest 
that he is not come yet, but is still to be expected. 

Further, it appears that the time of AntichristEs tyranny will be three years and a half, which is an 



additional reason for believing he is not come; for, if so he must have come quite lately, his time being 
altogether so short; and this we cannot say he has. 

Besides, there are two other attendants on his appearance, which have not been fulfilled. First, a time of 
unexampled trouble. "Then shall be great tribulation, such as was not from the beginning of the world 
to this time, no, nor ever shall be; and except those days should be shortened, there should no flesh be 
saved." This has not come. Next, the preaching of the Gospel throughout the worldETAnd this Gospel of 
the kingdom shall be preached in all the world for a witness unto all nations; and then shall the end 
come." 

Now it may be objected to this conclusion, that St. Paul says, in the passage before us, that "the mystery 
of iniquity doth already work," i. e. even in his day, as if Antichrist had in fact come even then. But he 
would seem to mean merely this, that in his day there were shadows and forebodings, earnests and 
operating elements of that which was one day to come in its fulness. Just as the types of CHRIST went 
before CHRIST, so the shadows of Antichrist precede him. In truth, every event in this world is a type of 
those that follow, history proceeding forward as a circle ever enlarging. The days of the Apostles typified 
the last days: there were false Christs, and troubles, and the true CHRIST came in judgment to destroy 
the Jewish Church. In like manner every age presents its own picture of those future events, which alone 
are the real fulfilment of the prophecy which stands at the head of all of them. Hence St. John says, 
"Little children, it is the last time; and as ye have heard that the Antichrist shall come, even now are 
there many Antichrists; whereby we know that it is the last time." Antichrist was come, and was not 
come; it was, and it was not the last time. In the sense in which the ApostleEs lay was the end of the 
world, it was also the time of Antichrist.EHowever, a second objection may be made, as follows: St. Paul 
says, "Now ye know what withholdeth, that he (Antichrist) might be revealed in his time." Here a 
something is mentioned as keeping back the manifestation of the enemy of truth. The Apostle proceeds: 
"He that now withholdeth, will, until he be taken out of the way." Now this restraining power being 
generally admitted to be the Roman empire, and the Roman empire (it is argued) having long been 
taken out of the way, therefore Antichrist has long since come. I grant that "he that withholdeth," or 
"letteth," means the power of Rome, for all the ancient writers so speak of it. I grant that as Rome, 
according to the prophet DanielEs vision, succeeded Greece, so Antichrist succeeds Rome, and our 
SAVIOUR CHRIST succeeds Antichrist. But it does not hence follow that Antichrist is come; for I do not 
grant that the Roman empire is gone. Far from it: the Roman empire remains even to this day. It had a 
very different fate from the other three monsters mentioned by the Prophet; as will be seen by his 
description of it. "Behold a fourth beast, dreadful and terrible, and strong exceedingly; and it had great 
iron teeth: it devoured and brake in pieces, and stamped the residue with the feet of it: and it was 
diverse from all the beasts that were before it, and it had ten horns." These ten horns, an Angel 
informed him, "are ten kings that shall arise out of this kingdom" of Rome. As, then, the ten horns 
belonged to the beast, and were not separate from it, so are the kingdoms into which the Roman 
empire has been divided, part of that empire itself,0a continuation of that empire in the view of 
prophecy, however we decide the historical question. And as the horns, or kingdoms, still exist, as a 
matter of fact, consequently we have not yet seen the end of the Roman empire. "That which 
withholdeth" still exists, though in its ten horns; till it is removed, Antichrist will not come. And out of 
them he will arise, as the same Prophet informs us: "I considered the horns, and behold, there came up 

among them another little horn.and behold, in this horn were eyes like the eyes of a man, and a 

mouth speaking great things." 

2. Now, in the next place, what is told us about Antichrist by the sacred writers? This first of all, as has 
been already noticed, that he embodies a certain spirit, which existed even in the days of the Apostles. 
"The mystery of iniquity doth already work." "Even now there are many Antichrists." And what that 




spirit is, St. John declares in a subsequent chapter." Every spirit that confesseth not that JESUS CHRIST is 
come in the flesh, is not of GOD; and this is that spirit of the Antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it 
should come, and even now already is it in the world." Here we see what its doctrine is to be; but on 
that I shall not here enlarge. I am speaking of its working, which had begun in the days of the Apostles, 
and has doubtless continued ever since. Doubtless this malignant principle has been at work since from 
time to time, though kept under by him that "withholdeth." Nay, for what we know, at this very time 
there is a fierce struggle, the spirit of Antichrist attempting to rise, and the political power in those 
countries which are prophetically Roman, firm and vigorous in repressing it. What that spirit is, it would 
be beside my purpose here to attempt to ascertain, any more than to enlarge upon its doctrine; though 
certainly there is at this very time, as in the days of our fathers, a fierce and lawless principle every 
where at work,0a spirit of rebellion against GOD and man, which the powers of government in each 
country can barely keep under with their greatest efforts. Whether this which we witness be that spirit 
of Antichrist, which is one day to be let loose, this ambitious spirit, the parent of all heresy, schism, 
sedition, revolution, and war,0whether this be so or not, certainly the present framework of society and 
government, as far as it is the representative of Roman power, would seem to be that which 
withholdeth, and Antichrist is that which will rise when this restraint fails. 

3. It has been more or less implied in the foregoing remarks, that Antichrist is one man, an individual, 
not a power or a kingdom. Such surely is the impression left on the mind by the Scripture notices 
concerning him, after taking fully into account the figurative character of prophetical language; and such 
was the universal belief of the early Church. Consider these passages together, which describe him, and 
see whether we must not so conclude. First, the tee and following verses: "That day shall not come, 
except there come a falling away first, and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition, who is the 
adversary and rival of all that is called GOD or worshipped; so that he sitteth as GOD in the temple of 

GOD, proclaiming himself to be GOD.Then shall that wicked be revealed, whom the Lord shall 

consume with the spirit of His mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of His coming.whose 

coming is after the working of Satan, with all power and signs and lying wonders." Next, the following 
passages in the prophet Daniel: "Another shall rise after them, and he shall be diverse from the first, and 
he shall subdue three kings. And he shall speak great words against the MOST HIGH, and shall wear out 
the saints of the MOST HIGH, and think to change times and laws: and they shall be given into his hand 
until a time and times and the dividing of time. But the judgment shall sit, and they shall take away his 
dominion, to consume and to destroy it unto the end." Again: "In his estate shall stand up a vile person, 
to whom they shall not give the honour of the kingdom; but he shall come in peaceably, and obtain the 

kingdom by flatteries.And such as do wickedly against the covenant shall he corrupt by flatteries; but 

the people that do know their GOD shall be strong, and do exploits.And the king shall do according to 

his will, and he shall exalt himself, and magnify himself above every god, and shall speak marvellous 

things against the GOD of gods, and shall prosper till the indignation be accomplished.Neither shall 

he regard the GOD of his fathers, nor the desire of women, nor regard any god; for he shall magnify 
himself above all. But in his estate shall he honour the God of forces, and a God whom his fathers knew 
not shall he honour with gold and silver, and with precious stones, and pleasant things." Let it be 
observed, that Daniel elsewhere describes other kings, and that the event has shown them to be 
individuals, as is generally confessed. And in like manner St. John: "There was given unto him a mouth 
speaking great things, and blasphemies; and power was given unto him to continue forty and two 
months. And he opened his mouth in blasphemy against GOD, to blaspheme His Name, and His 
tabernacle, and them that dwell in heaven. And it was given unto him to make war with the saints, and 
to overcome them; and power was given him over all kindreds and tongues and nations. And all that 
dwell upon the earth shall worship him, whose names are not written in the book of life of the Lamb 
slain from the foundation of the world." 








Further, that by Antichrist is meant some one person is made probable by the anticipations, which have 
already occurred in history, of its fulfilment in this way. Individuals have arisen actually answering in a 
great measure to the above descriptions; and this circumstance creates a probability, that the absolute 
and entire fulfilment which is to come will be in an individual also. The most remarkable of these 
shadows of the coming evil appeared before the time of the Apostles, between them and the age of 
Daniel, viz. the heathen king Antiochus, of whom we read in the books of Maccabees. This instance is 
the more to the purpose, because he is actually described, (as we suppose) by Daniel, in another part of 
his prophecy, in terms which seem also to belong to Antichrist, and as belonging, imply that Antiochus 
was what he seems to be, a type of that more fearful enemy of the Church. This Antiochus was the 
savage persecutor of the Jews, in their latter times, as Antichrist will be of the Christians. A few passages 
from the Maccabees will show you what he was. St Paul in the text speaks of an apostasy, and of 
Antichrist as following upon it; thus is the future typified in the Jewish history. "In those days went there 
out of Israel wicked men, who persuaded many, saying, Let us go and make a covenant with the heathen 
that are round about us: for since we departed from them, we have had much sorrow. So this device 
pleased them well. Then certain of the people were so forward herein, that they went to the king, who 
gave them licence to do after the ordinances of the heathen; whereupon they built a place of exercise at 
Jerusalem according to the custom of the heathen; and made themselves uncircumcised, and forsook 
the holy covenant, and joined themselves to the heathen, and were sold to do mischief." After this 
introduction the Enemy of truth appears. "After that Antiochus had smitten Egypt, he returned again,.... 
and went up against Israel and Jerusalem with a great multitude, and entered proudly into the 
sanctuary, and took away the golden altar, and the candlestick of light and all the vessels thereof, and 
the table of the shewbread, and the pouring vessels, and the vials, and the censers of gold, and the veil, 
and the crowns, and the golden ornaments that were before the temple, all which he pulled off. And 
when he had taken all away, he went into his own land, having made a great massacre, and spoken very 
proudly." After this, he set fire to Jerusalem, "and pulled down the houses and walls thereof on every 

side.Then built they the city of David with a great and strong wall,.and they put therein a sinful 

nation, wicked men, and fortified themselves therein." Next, "King Antiochus wrote to his whole 
kingdom, that all should be one people, and every one should leave his laws: so all the heathen agreed 
according to the commandment of the king. Yea, many also of the Israelites consented to his religion, 
and sacrificed unto idols, and profaned the sabbath." After this he forced these impieties upon the 
Israelites. All were to be put to death who would not "profane the sabbath and festival days, and pollute 
the sanctuary and holy people: and set up altars, and groves, and chapels of idols, and sacrifice swineEs 
flesh and unclean beasts," and "leave their children uncircumcised." At length he set up an idol, or in the 
words of the history, "the Abomination of Desolation upon the altar, and builded idol altars throughout 

the cities of Juda on every side.And when they had rent in pieces the books of the law which they 

found, they burnt them with fire." It is added, "Howbeit many in Israel were fully resolved and 
confirmed in themselves not to eat any unclean thing, wherefore they chose rather to die .... and there 
was very great wrath upon Israel." Here we have presented to us some of the lineaments of Antichrist, 
who will be such, and worse than such, as Antiochus. 

The history of the apostate emperor Julian, who lived between 300 and 400 years after Christ, furnishes 
another approximation to the predicted Antichrist, and an additional reason for thinking he will be one 
person, not a kingdom, power, or the like. 

So again does the false prophet Mahomet, who propagated his imposture about 600 years after Christ 
came. 

And there have been events in our childhood, and in the generation before us, which seem to give still 
additional probability to the notion, that Antichrist is one, not many men acting together. 






What I have said upon this subject may be summed up as follows:13that the coming of Christ will be 
immediately preceded by a very awful and unparalleled outbreak of evil, called in the text an apostasy, a 
falling away, in the midst of which a certain terrible man of sin and child of perdition, the special and 
singular enemy of Christ, or Antichrist, will appear; that this will be when revolutions prevail, and the 
present framework of Society breaks to pieces; that at present the Spirit which he will embody and 
represent, is kept under by "the powers that be," but that on their dissolution, he will rise out of the 
bosom of them, and knit them together again in his own evil way, under his own rule, to the exclusion of 
the Church. 

4. It would be out of place to say more than this at present. I will conclude by directing your attention to 
one particular circumstance contained in the text, which I have already in part commented on. 

It is said there will "come a falling away, and the man of sin will be revealed." In other words the man of 
sin is born of an apostasy, or at least comes into power through an apostasy, or is preceded by an 
apostasy, or would not be except for an apostasy. So says the inspired text: now observe, how 
remarkably the course of providence, as seen in history, has commented on his prediction. 

First, we have a comment in the instance of Antiochus previous to the prophecy, as I have already 
shown. The Israelites, or at least great numbers of them, discarded their own sacred religion, and then 
the enemy was allowed to come in. 

Next the apostate emperor Julian, who attempted to overthrow the Church by craft, and introduce 
paganism back again: he was preceded, nay he was nurtured, in the first great heresy which disturbed 
the peace and purity of the Church. About forty years before he came to the throne arose the pestilent 
Arian heresy which denied that CHRIST was GOD. It eat its way among the rulers of the Church like a 
canker, and what with the treachery of some and the mistakes of others, at one time it was all but 
dominant throughout Christendom. The few holy and faithful men, who witnessed for the Truth, cried 
out, with awe and terror at the apostasy, that Antichrist was coming. They called it the "forerunner of 
Antichrist." And true, his Shadow came. Julian was educated in the bosom of Arianism by some of its 
principal upholders. His tutor was the Eusebius from whom its partizans took their name; and in due 
time he fell away to paganism, became a hater and persecutor of the Church, and was cut off before he 
had reigned out the brief period which will be the real AntichristESs duration. 

The next great heresy, and in its consequences far more lasting and far spreading, was of twofold 
character,ESwith two heads, as I may call them, Nestorianism and Eutychianism, apparently opposed to 
each other, yet acting towards a common end: it in one way or other denied the truth of CHRISTIES 
gracious incarnation, and tended to destroy he faith of Christians not less certainly though more 
insidiously than the heresy of Arius. It spread through the East and through Egypt, corrupting and 
poisoning those Churches which had once, alas! been the most flourishing, the early abodes and the 
strong holds of revealed truth. Out of this heresy, or at least by means of it, the impostor Mahomet 
sprang, and formed his creed. Here is another especial Shadow of Antichrist. 

As to the third and last instance, which I might mention in the generation immediately before ourselves, 
I will but observe that in like manner, the Shadow of Antichrist arose out of an apostasy, an apostasy to 
infidel doctrines, perhaps the most flagitious and blasphemous which the world has ever seen. 

These instances give us this warning. Is the enemy of CHRIST, and His Church, to arise out of a certain 
special falling away from GOD? And is there no reason to fear that some such Apostasy is gradually 
preparing, gathering, hastening on in this very day? For is there not at this very time a special effort 
made almost all over the world, that is, every here and there, more or less, in sight or out of sight, in this 



or that place, but most visibly or formidably in its most civilized and powerful parts, an effort to do 
without religion? Is there not an opinion avowed and growing, that a nation has nothing to do with 
religion; that it is merely a matter for each manEs own conscience,Ewhich is all one with saying that we 
may let the truth fail from the earth without trying to continue it? Is there not a vigorous and united 
movement in all countries to cast down the Church of Christ from power and place? Is there not a 
feverish and ever busy endeavour to get rid of the necessity of religion in public transactions? for 
example, an attempt to get rid of oaths, under a pretence that they are too sacred for affairs of common 
life, instead of providing that they be taken more reverently and more suitably? an attempt to educate 
without religion,Ethat is, by putting all forms of religion together, which comes to the same thing? an 
attempt to enforce temperance, and the virtues which flow from it, without religion, by means of 
societies which are built on mere principles of utility? an attempt to make expedience, and not truth the 
end and the rule of measures of state and the enactments of law an attempt to make numbers, and not 
truth, the ground of maintaining, or not maintaining this or that creed, as if we had any reason whatever 
in Scripture for thinking that the many will be in the right, and the few in the wrong? An attempt to 
deprive the Bible of its one meaning to the exclusion of others, to make people think that it may have a 
hundred meanings all equally good, or in other words, that it has no meaning at all, is a dead letter, and 
may be put aside? an attempt to supersede religion altogether, as far as it is external or objective, as far 
as it is displayed in ordinances, or can be expressed by written words,into confine it to our inward 
feelings, and thus, considering how transient, how variable, how evanescent our feelings are, an 
attempt in fact, to destroy religion? 

Surely, there is at this day a confederacy of evil, marshalling its hosts from all parts of the world, 
organizing itself, taking its measures, enclosing the Church of CHRIST as in a net, and preparing the way 
for a general apostasy from it. Whether this very apostasy is to give birth to Antichrist, or whether he is 
still to be delayed, we cannot know; but at any rate this apostasy, and all its tokens, and instruments, 
are of the Evil One and savour of death. Far be it from any of us to be of those simple ones, who are 
taken in that snare which is circling around us! Far be it from us to be seduced with the fair promises in 
which Satan is sure to hide his poison! Do you think he is so unskilful in his craft, as to ask you openly 
and plainly to join him in his warfare against the Truth? No; he offers you baits to tempt you. He 
promises you civil liberty; he promises you equality; he promises you trade and wealth; he promises you 
a remission of taxes; he promises you reform. This is the way in which he conceals from you the kind of 
work to which he is putting you; he tempts you to rail against your rulers and superiors; he does so 
himself, and induces you to imitate him; or he promises you illumination,iahe offers you knowledge, 
science, philosophy, enlargement of mind. He scoffs at times gone by; he scoffs at every institution 
which reveres them. He prompts you what to say, and then listens to you, and praises you, and 
encourages you. He bids you mount aloft. He shows you how to become as gods. Then he laughs and 
jokes with you, and gets intimate with you; he takes your hand, and gets his fingers between yours, and 
grasps them, and then you are his. 

Shall we Christians, sons of GOD, brethren of CHRIST, heirs of glory, shall we allow ourselves to have lot 
or part in this matter? Shall we even with our little finger help on the Mystery of iniquity which is 
travailing for birth, and convulsing the earth with its pangs? "Oh my soul come not thou into their 
secret; unto their assembly, mine honour, be not thou united." "What fellowship hath righteousness 
with unrighteousness? and what communion hath light with darkness? And what concord hath CHRIST 
with Belial? or what part hath he that believeth with an infidel? and what agreement hath the temple of 
GOD with idols? for ye are the temple of the living GOD. Wherefore come out from among them and be 
ye separate .... and touch not the unclean thing," lest you be workers together with GOD0S enemies, 
and be opening the way for the Man of sin, the son of perdition. 



SERMON II. 


I JOHN iv. 3. 

"Every spirit that confesseth not that JESUS CHRIST is come in the flesh, is not of GOD, and this is that 
spirit of Antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it should come, and even thou already is it in the world." 

ST. JOHN tells us in these words what the characteristic of the Antichrist should be who is to come; viz. 
that he shall openly deny our Lord JESUS CHRIST to be the SON of GOD come in the flesh from heaven. 
So exactly and fully was this description to answer to him, that to deny CHRIST might be suitably called 
the spirit of Antichrist; and the deniers of Him might be said to have the spirit of Antichrist, to be like 
Antichrist, to be Antichrists. The same thing is stated in a former chapter. "Who is the Liar, but he that 
denieth that JESUS is the CHRIST? he is the Antichrist, that denieth the FATHER and the SON. Whosoever 
denieth the SON, the same hath not the FATHER;" from which words, moreover, it would appear that 
Antichrist will be led on from rejecting the SON of GOD, to the rejection of GOD altogether, either by 
implication or practically. 

I shall now make some further observations on the characteristic marks of the predicted enemy of the 
Church; and, as in those I made last week, I shall confine myself to the interpretations of Scripture given 
by the early Fathers. 

My reason for doing so is simply this,0that on so difficult a subject as unfulfilled prophecy, I really can 
have no opinion of my own, nor indeed is it desirable I should have, or at least that I should put it 
forward in any formal way. The opinion of any one person, even if he were the most fit to form one, 
could hardly be of any authority, or be worth putting forward by itself; whereas the judgment and views 
of the early Church claim and attract our especial regard, because for what we know they may be in part 
derived from traditions of the Apostles, and because they are put forward far more consistently and 
unanimously than those of any other set of teachers. Thus they have greater claims on our attention 
than those of other writers, be their claims little or great; if they are little, those of others are still less. 
The only really strong claim which can be made on our belief, is the clear fulfilment of the prophecy. Did 
we see all the marks of the prophecy satisfactorily answered in the past history of the Church, then we 
night dispense with authority in the parties setting the proof before us. This condition however can 
hardly be fulfilled, because the date of Antichrist comes close upon the coming of CHRIST in judgment, 
and therefore cannot have happened so as to allow of being appealed to. Nor is any history produceable 
which fulfils all the marks of Antichrist clearly, though some are fulfilled here and there. Nothing then is 
left us, (if we are to take up any opinion at all,0if we are to profit, as Scripture surely intends, by its 
warnings concerning the evil which is to come), but to go by the judgment of the Fathers, whether that 
be of special authority in this matter or not. To them therefore I had recourse last week, and now shall 
have recourse again. To continue then the subject with the early Fathers as my guides. 

1. It seems clear that St. Paul and St. John speak of the same enemy of the Church, from the similarity of 
their descriptions. They both say, that the spirit itself was already at work in their day. "That spirit of the 
Antichrist," says St. John in the text, "is now already in the world." "The mystery of iniquity doth already 
work," says St. Paul. And they both describe the enemy as characterized by the same especial sin, open 
infidelity. St. John says, that "he is the Antichrist that denieth the FATHER and the SON:" while St. Paul 
speaks of him in like manner as "the adversary and rival of all that is called GOD, or worshipped;" that 
"he sitteth as GOD in the temple of GOD, setting forth himself that he is GOD." In both these passages, 
the same blasphemous denial of GOD and religion is described; but St. Paul adds, in addition, that he will 



oppose all existing religion, true or false, "all that is called God, or worshipped." 


Two other passages of Scripture may be adduced, predicting the same reckless impiety; one from the 
eleventh chapter of Daniel: "The king shall do according to his will; and he shall exalt himself and 
magnify himself above every god, and shall speak marvellous things against the GOD of gods, and shall 
prosper till the indignation be accomplished.... Neither shall he regard the GOD of his fathers, nor the 
Desire of women (that is, as it would appear, the Messiah, to be His mother being the especial privilege 
and object of hope among the Jewish women), nor regard any godEfor he shall magnify himself above 
all." 

The other passage is faintly marked with any prophetic allusion in itself, except that all our SAVIOURES 
sayings have a deep meaning, and the Fathers take this in particular to have such. "I am come in MY 
FATHERES Name, and ye receive Me not; if another shall come in his own name, him ye will receive." 
This they consider to be a prophetic allusion to Antichrist, whom the Jews were to mistake for the 
Christ. He is to come "in his own name." Not from GOD, as even the SON of GOD came, who if any might 
have come in the power of His essential divinity, not in GODES Name, not with any pretence of a mission 
from Him, but in his own name, by a blasphemous assumption of divine power, thus will Antichrist 
come. 

To the above passages may be added those which speak generally of the impieties of the last age of the 
world, impieties which we may believe will usher in and be completed in Antichrist: 

"Many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased. Many shall be purified, and made 

white, and tried: but the wicked shall do wickedly; and none of the wicked shall understand, but the 
wise shall understand." "In the last days perilous times shall come, for men shall be lovers of their own 
selves, covetous, boasters, proud, blasphemers, disobedient to parents, unthankful, unholy, without 
natural affection, trucebreakers, false accusers, incontinent, fierce, despisers of those that are good, 
traitors, heady, high-minded, lovers of pleasures more than lovers of GOD, having a form of godliness 
but denying the power thereof:" "scoffers walking after their own lusts, and saying, Where is the 
promise of His coming?" "despising government, presumptuous.. . self-willed, not afraid to speak evil of 
dignities.... promising men liberty, while themselves the servants of corruption:" and the like. 

2. I just now made mention of the Jews: it may be well then to state what was held in the early Church 
concerning AntichristEs connexion with them. 

Our LORD foretold that many should come in His name, saying "I am Christ." It was the judicial 
punishment of the Jews, as of all unbelievers in one way or another, that having rejected the true Christ, 
they should take up with a false one; and Antichrist will be the complete and perfect seducer, towards 
whom all previous ones are approximations, according to the text just quoted, "If another shall come in 
his own name, him ye will receive." To the same purport are St. Paul's words after describing Antichrist; 
"whose coming," he says, "is ... with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish, because 
they received not the love of the Truth, that they might be saved. And for this cause GOD shall send 
them strong delusion that they should believe a lie, that they all might be damned who believed not the 
Truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness." 

Hence, considering that Antichrist would pretend to be the Messiah, it was of old the received notion 
that he was to be of Jewish race and to observe the Jewish rites. 

Further, St. Paul says that Antichrist should "sit in the Temple of God;" that is, according to the earlier 
Fathers, in the Jewish Temple. Our SaviourEs own words may be taken to support this notion, because 




He speaks of "the Abomination of Desolation," (which, whatever other meanings it might have, in its 
fulness denotes Antichrist,) "standing in the holy place." Further, the persecution of CHRISTIES witnesses 
which Antichrist will make, is described by St. John as taking place in Jerusalem. "Their dead bodies shall 
lie in the street of the great city, (which spiritually is called Sodom and Egypt,) where also our LORD was 
crucified." 

Now here a remark may be made. At first sight, I suppose, we should not consider that there was much 
evidence from the Sacred Text for Antichrist taking part with the Jews, or having to do with their 
Temple. It is, then, a very remarkable fact that the apostate emperor Julian, who was a type and earnest 
of the great enemy, should, as he did, have taken part with the Jews, and set about building their 
Temple. Here the history is a sort of comment on the prophecy, and sustains and vindicates the early 
interpretations of it which I am relating. Of course I must be understood to mean, and a memorable 
circumstance it is, that this belief of the Church that Antichrist should be connected with the Jews, was 
expressed long before JulianESs time, and that we still possess the works in which it is contained. We 
have the writings of two Fathers, both Bishops and martyrs of the Church, who lived at least one 
hundred and fifty years before Julian, and less than one hundred years after St. John. They both 
distinctly declare AntichristESs connection with the Jews. 

The one of them speaks as follows: "In the Temple which is at Jerusalem the adversary will sit, 
endeavouring to show himself to be the Christ." 

And the other says, "Antichrist will be he who shall resuscitate the kingdom of the Jews." 

What makes this still more observable is that the recent Shadow of Antichrist, whom our fathers or we 
ourselves saw, by a sort of fatality (so to speak) took up the cause of the Jews and was almost hailed by 
them as their Messiah, and seemed to be drawn irresistibly towards and to hover about the Holy Land, 
which the early Church considered would be the scene of Antichrist's exploits. 

3. Next let us ask, Will Antichrist profess any sort of religion at all? Neither true God nor false God will he 
worship: so far is clear, and yet something more, and that obscure, is told us. Indeed, as far as the 
prophetic accounts go, they seem at first sight incompatible with each other. Antichrist is to "exalt 
himself over all that is called God or worshipped." He will set himself forcibly against idols and idolatry, 
as the early teachers agree in declaring. Yet in the book of Daniel we read, "In his estate shall he honour 
the God of forces; and a God whom his fathers knew not shall he honour with gold and silver, and with 
precious stones and pleasant things. Thus shall he do in the most strong holds with a strange god, whom 
he shall acknowledge and increase with glory." What is meant by the words translated "God of forces," 
and afterwards called "a strange God," is quite hidden from us, and probably will be so till the event; but 
any how some sort of false worship is certainly predicted as the mark of Antichrist, with this prediction 
the contrary way, that he shall set himself against all idols, as well as against the true GOD. Now it is not 
at all extraordinary that there should be this contrariety in the prediction, for we know generally that 
infidelity leads to superstition, and that the men most reckless in their blasphemy are cowards also. 
They cannot be consistent if they would. But let me notice here again a remarkable coincidence, which 
is contained in the history of the last fifty years,ESa coincidence between actual events and prophecy 
sufficient to show us that the apparent contradiction in the latter may easily be reconciled, though 
beforehand we nay not see how; sufficient to remind us that the all-watchful eye, and the all-ordaining 
hand of GOD is still over the world, and that the seeds sown in prophecy above two thousand years 
since, are not dead, but from time to time, by blade and tender shoot, give earnest of the future 
harvest. Surely the world is impregnated with unearthly elements, which ever and anon, in unhealthy 
seasons, give lowering and muttering tokens of the wrath to come! 



In that great and famous nation which is near us, once great for its love of CHRISTES Church, since 
memorable for deeds of blasphemy, which lead me here to mention it, and now, when it should be 
pitied and prayed for, made unhappily our own model in too many respects,Efollowed when it should be 
condemned, and admired when it should be excused,Ein the capital of that powerful and celebrated 
nation, there took place, as we all well know, within the last fifty years, an open apostasy from 
Christianity; not from Christianity only, but from every kind of worship which might retain any 
semblance or pretence of the great truths of religion. Atheism was absolutely professed; Eyet in spite of 
this, it seems a contradiction in terms to say it, a certain sort of worship, and that, as the prophet 
expresses it, "a strange worship," was introduced. Observe what this was. 

I say, they avowed on the one hand Atheism. They prevailed upon an unhappy man, whom their 
proceedings lad forced upon the Church as an Archbishop, to come before them in public and declare 
that there was no God, and that what he had hitherto taught was a fable. They wrote up over the burial 
places that death was an eternal sleep. They closed the Churches, they seized and desecrated the gold 
and silver plate belonging to them, turning these sacred instruments, like Belshazzar, to the use of their 
impious revellings; they formed mock processions, clad in priestly garments, and singing profane hymns. 
They annulled the divine ordinance of marriage, resolving it into a mere civil contract to le made and 
dissolved at pleasure. These things are but a part of their enormities. 

On the other hand, after having broken away from all restraint towards GOD and man, they gave a name 
to the reprobate state itself into which they had thrown themselves, and exalted it, that very negation 
of religion, or rather that real and living blasphemy, into a kind of God. They called it LIBERTY, and they 
literally worshipped it as a divinity. It would almost be incredible, that men who had flung off all religion 
should be at the pains to assume a new and senseless worship of their own devising, whether in 
superstition or in mockery, were not events so recent and so notorious. After abjuring our LORD and 
SAVIOUR, and blasphemously declaring Him to be an impostor, they proceeded to decree, in the public 
assembly of the nation, the adoration of Liberty and Equality as divinities; and they appointed festivals 
besides in honour of Reason, the Country, the Constitution, and the Virtues. Further, they determined 
that tutelary gods, even dead men, may be canonized, consecrated, and worshipped; and they enrolled 
in the number of these some of the most notorious infidels and profligates of the last century. The 
remains of the two principal of these were brought in solemn procession into one of their Churches, and 
placed upon the holy altar itself; incense was offered to them, and the assembled multitude bowed 
down in worship before one of thereinbefore what remained on earth of an inveterate enemy of 
CHRIST. 

Now, I do not mention all this as considering it the fulfilment of the prophecy, nor, again, as if the 
fulfilment when it comes will be in this precise way, but merely to point out, what the course of events 
has shown us in these latter times, that there are ways of fulfilling sacred announcements that seem at 
first sight contradictory,Ethat men may oppose every existing worship, true and false, and yet take up a 
worship of their own from pride, wantonness, policy, superstition, fanaticism, or other reasons. 

And further, let it be remarked that there was a tendency in the infatuated people I have spoken of, to 
introduce the old Roman democratic worship, as if further to show us that Rome, the fourth monster of 
the prophetEs vision, is not dead. They even went so far as to restore the worship of one of the Roman 
divinities (Ceres) by name, raised a statue to her, and appointed a festival in her honour. This indeed 
was inconsistent with exalting themselves "above all that is called God;" but I mention it, as I have said, 
not as throwing light upon the prophecy, but to show that the spirit of old Rome has not passed from 
the world, though its name is almost extinct. 



Still further, it is startling to observe, that that former apostate in the early times, the Emperor Julian, he 
too was engaged in bringing back Roman Paganism. 

Further still, let it he observed that Antiochus too, the Antichrist before CHRIST, the persecutor of the 
Jews, he too signalised himself in forcing the Pagan worship upon them, introducing it even into the 
Temple. 

We know not what is to come; but this we may safely say, that, improbable as it is that Paganism should 
ever be publicly restored and enforced by authority for any time, however short, even three years and a 
half, yet it is far less improbable now than it was fifty years ago, before the event occurred which I have 
referred to. Who would not have been thought a madman or idiot, before that period, who had 
conjectured such a portentous approximation to Paganism as actually took place. 

4. Now let us recur to the ancient Fathers, and see whether their further anticipations do not run 
parallel to the events which have since happened. 

Antichrist, as they considered, will come out of the Roman Empire just upon its destruction;Ethat is, the 
Roman Empire will in its last days divide itself into ten parts, and the enemy will come up suddenly out 
of it upon these ten, and subdue three of them, or all of them perhaps, and (as the prophet continues) 
"shall speak great words against the MOST HIGH, and shall wear out the saints of the MOST HIGH, and 
think to change times and laws, and they shall be given into his hand until a time, times, and the dividing 
of time." Now it is very observable that one of the two early Fathers whom I have already cited , 
expressly says that the ten states (the "toes" of Dan. ii.) which will at length appear, shall be 
democracies. I say this is observable, considering the present state of the world, the tendency of things 
in this day towards democracy, and the instance which has been presented to us of democracy within 
the last fifty years, in those occurrences in France to which I have already alluded. 

Another expectation of the early Church was that the Roman monster, after remaining torpid for 
centuries, would wake up at the end of the world, and be restored in all its laws and forms; and this too, 
considering those same recent events to which I have alluded, is certainly worth noticing also. One of 
the Fathers whom I have already quoted, expressly deduces from a passage in the xiiith chapter of the 
Apocalypse, that "the system of Augustus, who was founder of the Roman Empire, shall be adopted and 
established by him (Antichrist), in order to his own aggrandizement and glory. This is the fourth monster 
whose head was wounded and healed; in that the empire was destroyed and came to nought, and was 
divided into ten. But at this time Antichrist, as being a man of resources, will heal and restore it; so that 
it will be active and vigorous once more through the system which he establishes. 

I will but notice one other expectation falling in with the foregoing notion of the re-establishment of 
Roman power, entertained by the Fathers whom I have cited several times; viz. one concerning the 
name of Antichrist, as spoken of in the xiiith chapter of Revelations: "Here is wisdom," says the inspired 
text, "let him that hath understanding count the number of the beast, for it is the number of a man, and 
his number is six hundred threescore and six." They both give a name, (the letters of which together in 
Greek make up this number) characteristic of the position of Antichrist as the head of the Roman Empire 
in its restored state, viz. the word Latinus, or the Latin king. 

The earlier of these Fathers speaks as follows: "Expect that the empire will first be divided into ten kings; 
then while they are reigning and beginning to settle and aggrandize themselves, suddenly one will come 
and claim the kingdom, and frighten them, having for his name the very number 666; him recognize as 
the Abomination of Desolation. This is implied in the ApostleEs saying, EWhen they shall say peace and 
safety, then sudden destruction shall come on them." Then he goes on to mention, together with two 



other words, the name of Latinos as answering to the number, and says of it, "This is very probable since 
it is the name of the last empire;0for the Latins (that is, the Romans) are now in power." 

The other Father thus speaks: "Since.the wound of the first monster was healed.and it is plain that 

the Latins are that empire, therefore he is called the Latin King (Latinus), the name passing from the 
empire to an individual." Whether this anticipation will be fulfilled or not, we cannot say. I only mention 
it as showing the belief of the Fathers in the restoration and re-establishment of the Roman empire, 
which has certainly since their day been attempted. 

It seems then, on the whole, that, as far as the testimony of the early Church goes, Antichrist will be an 
open blasphemer, opposing himself to every existing worship, true and false,0a persecutor, a patron of 
the Jews, and a restorer of their worship, and, further, the author of a novel kind of worship. Moreover, 
he will appear suddenly, at the very end of the Roman empire, which once was and now sleeps; that he 
will knit it into one, and engraft his Judaism and his new worship (a sort of Paganism, it may be) upon 
the old discipline of Caesar Augustus; that in consequence he will earn the title of the Latin or Roman 
King, as best expressive of his place and character; lastly, that he will pass away as suddenly as he came. 

Now concerning this, I repeat, I do not wish to pronounce how far the early Church was right or wrong in 
these anticipations, though events since have variously tended to strengthen its general interpretations 
of Scripture prophecy. 

It may be asked, What practical use is there in speaking of these things, if they be doubtful? With a short 
notice of this objection, I shall conclude. 

First, it is not unprofitable to bear in mind that we are still under what may be called a miraculous 
system. I do not mean to maintain that literal miracles are taking place now, but that our present state is 
a portion of a providential course, which began in miracle, and at least at the end of the world, if not 
before, will end in miracle. The particular expectations above detailed may be right or wrong; yet an 
Antichrist, whoever and whatever he be, is to come; marvels are to come; the old Roman empire is not 
extinct; the devil, if bound, is bound but for a season; the contest of good and evil is not ended. I repeat 
it, in the present state of things, when the great object of education is supposed to be the getting rid of 
things supernatural, when we are bid to laugh and jeer at believing every thing we do not see, are told 
to account for every thing by things known and ascertained, and to assay every statement by the 
touchstone of experience, I must think that this vision of Antichrist, as a supernatural power to come, is 
a great providential gain, as being a counterpoise to the evil tendencies of the age. 

And next, it must surely be profitable for our thoughts to be sent backward and forward to the 
beginning and the end of the Gospel times, to the first and second coming of CHRIST. What we want, is 
to understand that we are in the place in which the early Christians were, with the same covenant, 
ministry, sacraments, and duties;0to realize a state of things long past away; into feel that we are in a 
sinful world, a world lying in wickedness; Eto discern our position in it, that we are witnesses in it, that 
reproach and suffering are our portion,0so that we must not "think it strange" if they come upon us, but 
a kind of gracious exception if they do not;0to have our hearts awake, as if we had seen CHRIST and His 
Apostles, and seen their miracles,!?] awake to the hope and waiting for His second coming, looking out 
for it, nay, desiring to see the tokens of it thinking often and much of the judgment to come, dwelling on 
and adequately entering into the thought, that we individually shall be judged. All these surely are acts 
of true and saving faith; and this is one substantial use of the Book of Revelations, and other prophetical 
parts of Scripture, quite distinct from our knowing their real interpretation, viz. to take the veil from our 
eyes, to lift up the covering which lies over the face of the world, and make us see, day by day, as we go 





in and out, as we get up and lie down, as we labour, and walk, and rest, and recreate ourselves, the 
Throne of GOD set up in the midst of us. His majesty and His judgments, His SON0S continual 
intercession for the elect, their trials, and their victory. 

May GOD enable us all thus to walk by faith, not by sight, and live in the past and future, not in the 
present! 


SERMON III. 

THE RELIGION OF ANTICHRIST 
REV. xvii. 18. 

"The woman which thou sawest is that great city, which reigneth over the kings of the earth." 

THE city spoken of in these words is evidently Rome, which was then the seat of empire all over the 
earth,Ewhich was supreme even in Judaea. We hear of the Romans all through the Gospels and Acts. 
Our SAVIOUR was born when His mother, the Blessed Virgin, and Joseph, were brought up to Bethlehem 
to be taxed by the Roman governor. He was crucified under Pontius Pilate, the Roman governor. St. Paul 
was at various times protected by the circumstance of his being a Roman citizen; on the other hand, 
when he was seized and imprisoned, it was by the Roman governors, and at last he was sent to Rome 
itself, to the emperor, and eventually martyred there, together with St. Peter. Thus the sovereignty of 
Rome, at the time when CHRIST and His Apostles preached and wrote, which is a matter of historical 
notoriety; is forced on our notice in the New Testament itself. It is undeniably meant in the text, by the 
great city which reigneth over the kings of the earth. 

The connexion of Rome with the reign and exploits of Antichrist, is so often brought before us in the 
controversies of the day, that it may be well, after what I have already had occasion to say on the 
subject of the last enemy of the Church, to consider now what Scripture prophecy says concerning 
Rome; which I shall attempt to do, as before, with the guidance of the early Fathers. 

Now let us observe what the Chapter says, in which the text occurs, concerning Rome, and what we may 
deduce from it. 

This great city is described under the image of a woman, cruel, profligate, and impious. She is described 
as arrayed in all worldly splendour and costliness, in purple and scarlet, in gold and precious stones, and 
pearls, as shedding and drinking the blood of the saints, till she was drunken with it Moreover she is 
called by the name of "Babylon the Great," to signify her power, wealth, profaneness, pride, sensuality, 
and persecuting spirit, after the pattern of that former enemy of the Church. I need not here relate how 
all this really answered to the character and history of Rome at the time St. John spoke of it. There never 
was a more ambitious, haughty, hardhearted, and worldly people than the Romans; never any, for none 
else had ever the opportunity, which so persecuted the Church. Christians suffered ten persecutions at 
their hands, as they are commonly reckoned, and very horrible ones, extending over two hundred and 
fifty years. The day would fail to go through an account of the tortures they suffered from Rome; so that 
the ApostleEs description was as signally fulfilled afterwards as a prophecy, as it was accurate at the 
time as an historical notice. 


This guilty city, represented by St. John as an abandoned woman, is said to be seated on "a 
scarlet-coloured monster, full of names of blasphemy, having seven beads and ten horns." Here we are 



sent back by the prophetic description to the seventh chapter of Daniel, in which the four great empires 
of the world are shadowed out under the figure of four beasts, a lion, a bear, a leopard, and a nameless 
monster, "diverse" from the rest, "dreadful and terrible, and strong exceedingly;" "and it had ten horns." 
This surely is the very same beast which St. John saw: the ten horns mark it. Now this fourth beast in 
DanielEs vision is the Roman empire; therefore "the beast" on which the woman sat, is the Roman 
empire. And this agrees very accurately with the actual position of things in history; for Rome, the 
mistress of the world, might well be said to sit upon, and be carried about triumphantly on that world 
which she had subdued, and made her creature. Further, the prophet Daniel explains the ten horns of 
the beast to be "ten kings that shall arise" out of this empire; in which St. John agrees, saying, "The ten 
horns which thou sawest are ten kings, which have received no kingdom as yet, but receive power as 
kings one hour with the beast." Moreover, in a former vision Daniel speaks of the empire as destined to 
be "divided," as "partly strong and partly broken." Further still, this empire, the beast of burden of the 
woman, was at length to rise against her and devour her, as some savage animal might turn upon its 
keeper; and it was to do this in the time of its divided or multiplied existence. "The ten horns which thou 
sawest upon the beast, these shall hate" her, "and shall make her desolate and naked, and shall eat her 
flesh and burn her with fire." Such was to be the end of the great city. Lastly, three of the kings, perhaps 
all, are said to be subdued by Antichrist, who is to come up suddenly while they are in power; for such is 
the course of DanielEs prophecyEfAnother shall rise after them, and he shall be diverse from the first, 
and he shall subdue three kings, and he shall speak great words against the MOST HIGH, and shall wear 
out the saints of the MOST HIGH, and think to change times and laws; and they shall be given into his 
hands until a time, times, and the dividing of time." This power, who was to rise upon the kings, is 
Antichrist; and I would have you observe how Rome and Antichrist stand towards each other in the 
prophecy. Rome is to fall before Antichrist rises; for the ten kings are to destroy Rome, and Antichrist is 
then to appear and supersede the ten kings. As far as we dare judge from the words, this seems clear. 
St. John says, "the ten horns shall hate and devour" the woman: and Daniel says, "I considered the 
horns, and behold, there came up among them another little horn" with "eyes like the eyes of a man, 
and a mouth speaking great things:"0that is Antichrist. 

Now then, let us consider how far these prophecies have been fulfilled, and what seems to remain. 

In the first place, the Roman empire did break up, as foretold. It divided into a number of separate 
kingdoms, such as our own, France, and the like; yet it is difficult to number ten accurately and exactly. 
Next, though Rome certainly has been desolated in the most fearful and miserable way, yet it has not 
exactly suffered from ten parts of its own former empire, but from barbarians who came down upon it 
from regions external to it; and, in the third place, it still exists as a city, whereas it was to be "desolated, 
devoured, and burned with fire." And, fourthly, there is one point in the description of the ungodly city, 
which has hardly been fulfilled at all in the case of Rome. She had "a golden cup in her hand full of 
abominations," and made "the inhabitants of the earth drunk with the wine of her fornication;" 
expressions which imply surely some seduction or delusion which she was enabled to practise upon the 
world, and which, I say, has not been fulfilled in the case of that great imperial city upon seven hills of 
which St. John spake. Let us consider some of these points more at length. 

I say, the Roman empire has scarcely yet been divided into ten. The prophet Daniel is conspicuous 
among the inspired writers for the clearness and exactness of his predictions; so much so, that some 
infidels, overcome by the truth of them, could only take refuge in the unworthy, and at the same time 
most unreasonable and untenable supposition, that they were written after the events which they 
profess to foretell. But we have had no such exact fulfilment in history of the ten kings; therefore we 
must suppose that it is yet to come. With this accords the ancient notion, that they were to come at the 
end of the world, and last but a short time. Antichrist coming upon them. There have, indeed, been 



approximations to the number, yet, I conceive, nothing more. Now observe how the actual state of 
things corresponds to the prophecy and to the primitive interpretation of it. It is difficult to say whether 
the Roman empire is gone or not: in one sense, it is,ESfor it is divided into kingdoms; in another sense, it 
is not,ESfor the date cannot be assigned at which it came to an end, and much might be said in various 
ways, to show that it might be considered still existing, though in a mutilated and decayed state. But if 
this be so, and if it is to end in ten vigorous kings, as Daniel says, then it must one day revive. Now 
observe, I say, how the prophetic description answers to this account of it. "The Beast," that is, the 
Roman empire, "the Monster that thou sawest, was and is not, and shall ascend out of the abyss, and go 
into perdition." Again, mention is made of "the Beast that was, and is not, and yet is." Again, we are 
expressly told that the ten kings and the empire shall rise together; the kings appearing at the time of 

the monsterESs resurrection, not in its languid and torpid state. "The ten kings . have received no 

kingdom as yet, but receive power as kings one hour with the beast." It then, the Roman power is still 
prostrate, the ten kings have not come; and if the ten kings have not come, the destined destroyers of 
the woman, the full judgments upon Rome, have not yet come. 

Thus the full measure of judgment has not fallen upon Rome; yet her sufferings, and the sufferings of 
her empire, have been very severe. St. Peter seems to predict them, in his First Epistle, as then 
impending. He seems to imply, that CHRISTIES visitation, which was then just occurring, was no local or 
momentary vengeance upon one people or city, but a solemn and extended judgment of the whole 
earth, though beginning at Jerusalem. "The time is come," he says, "when judgment must begin at the 
house of GOD (at the sacred city); and, if it first begin at us, what shall the end be of them that obey not 
the Gospel of GOD? And if the righteous scarcely be saved" (i. e. the remnant who should go forth of 
Zion, according to the prophecy, that chosen seed in the Jewish Church which received CHRIST when He 
came, and took the new name of Christians, and shot forth and grew far and wide into a fresh Church, 
or, in other words, the elect whom our SAVIOUR speaks of as being involved in all the troubles and 
judgments of the devoted people, yet carried safely through); "if the righteous scarcely be saved, where 
shall the ungodly and the sinner appear/'ESthe inhabitants of the world at large? 

Here is intimation of the presence of a fearful scourge, which was then going over all the ungodly world, 
beginning at apostate Jerusalem, and punishing it. Such was the case: vengeance first fell upon the once 
holy city, which was destroyed by the Romans: it proceeded next against the executioners themselves. 
The empire was disorganized, and broken to pieces with dissensions and insurrections, with plagues, 
famines, and earthquakes, while countless hosts of barbarians attacked it from the north and east, and 
portioned it out, and burned and pillaged Rome itself. The judgment, I say, which began at Jerusalem, 
steadily tracked its way for centuries round and round the world, till at length, with unerring aim, it 
smote the haughty mistress of all nations herself, the guilty woman seated upon the fourth monster 
which Daniel saw. I will mention one or two of these fearful inflictions. 

Hosts of barbarians came down upon the civilized world, the Roman empire. One multitude,ESthough 
multitude is a feeble word to describe them,ESinvaded France, which was living in peace and prosperity 
under the shadow of Rome. They desolated and burned town and country. Seventeen provinces were 
made a desert. Eight metropolitan cities were set on fire and destroyed. Multitudes of Christians 
perished even in the churches. 

The fruitful coast of Africa was the scene of another of these invasions. The barbarians gave no quarter 
to any who opposed them. They tortured their captives of whatever age, rank, and sex, to force them to 
discover their wealth. They drove away the inhabitants of the cities to the mountains. They ransacked 
the churches. They destroyed even the fruit-trees, so complete was the desolation. 




Of judgments in the course of nature, I will mention three out of a great number. One, an inundation 
from the sea in all parts of the Eastern empire. The water overflowed the coast for two miles inland, 
sweeping away houses and inhabitants along a line of some thousand miles. One great city (Alexandria) 
lost fifty thousand persons. 

The second, a series of earthquakes; some of which were felt all over the empire. Constantinople was 
thus shaken above fort.y days together. At Antioch 250,000 persons perished in another. 

And in the third place a plague, which lasted (languishing and reviving) through the long period of 
fifty-two years. In Constantinople during three months there died daily 5000, and at length 10,000 
persons. I give these facts from a modern writer, who is neither favourable to Christianity, nor credulous 
in matters of historical testimony. In some countries the population was wasted away altogether, and 
has not recovered to this day. 

Such were the scourges by which the fourth monster of DanielEs vision was brought low, "the LORD 
GOD0S sore judgments, the sword, the famine, and the pestilence." Such was the process by which "that 
which letteth," (in St. PaulEs language) began to be "taken away;" though not altogether removed even 
at this day. 

And, while the world itself was thus plagued, not less was the offending city which had ruled it. Rome 
was taken and plundered three several times. The inhabitants were murdered, made captives, or 
obliged to fly all over Italy. The gold and jewels of the queen of the nations, her precious silk and purple, 
and her works of art were carried off or destroyed. 

These are great and notable events, and certainly form part of the predicted judgment upon Rome; at 
the same time they do not adequately fulfil the prophecy, which says expressly, on the one hand, that 
the ten portions of the empire itself which hath almost been slain, shall rise up against the city, and 
"make her desolate and burn her with fire," which they have not yet done; and on the other hand, that 
the city shall experience a total destruction, which has not yet befallen her, for she still exists. St. JohnEs 
words on the latter point are clear and determinate. "Babylon the great is fallen, is fallen; and is become 
the habitation of devils, and the hold of every foul spirit, and a cage of every unclean and hateful bird;" 
words which would seem to refer us to the curse upon the literal Babylon; and we know how it was 
fulfilled. The prophet Isaiah had said, that in Babylon "wild beasts of the desert should lie there, and 
their houses be full of doleful creatures, and owls should dwell there, and satyrs" or devils, "should 
dance there." And we know that all this has happened to Babylon; it is a heap of ruins; no man dwells 
there; nay it is difficult to say even where exactly it was placed, so great is the desolation. Such a 
desolation St. John seems to predict, concerning the guilty persecuting city we are considering; and in 
spite of what she has suffered, such a desolation has not come upon her yet. Again, "she shall be utterly 
burnt with fire, for strong is the LORD GOD, who judgeth her." Surely this implies utter destruction, 
annihilation. Again, "a mighty angel took up a stone, like a great millstone, and cast it into the sea, 
saying, Thus with violence shall that great city Babylon be thrown down, and shall be found no more at 
all." 

To these passages I would add this reflection. Surely Rome is spoken of in Scripture as a more inveterate 
enemy of GOD and His saints even than Babylon, as the great pollution and bane of the earth: if then 
Babylon has been destroyed wholly, much more, according to all reasonable conjecture, will Rome be 
destroyed one day. 

It may be further observed, that serious men in the early Church certainly thought that the barbarian 
invasions were not all that Rome was to receive in the way of vengeance, but that GOD would one day 



destroy it by the fury of the elements. "Rome," says one of them, at a time when a barbarian conqueror 
had possession of the city, and all things seemed to threaten its destruction, "Rome shall not be 
destroyed by the nations, but shall consume away internally, worn out by storms of lightning, 
whirlwinds, and earthquakes." 

This is what may be said on the one side, but after all something may be said on the other; not indeed to 
show that the prophecy is already fully accomplished, for it certainly is not, but to show that, granting 
this, what accomplishment remains has reference not to Rome, but to some other object or objects of 
divine vengeance. I shall explain my meaning under two heads. 

1. First, why has not Rome been destroyed hitherto? how was it that the barbarians left it? Babylon sunk 
under the avenger whom GOD brought against itERome has not: why is this? for if there has been a 
something to procrastinate the vengeance due to Rome hitherto, peradventure that obstacle may act 
again and again, and stay the uplifted hand of divine wrath till the end come. The cause seems to be 
simply this, that when the barbarians came down, GOD had a people in that city. Babylon was a mere 
prison of the Church; Rome had received her as a guest. The Church dwelt in Rome, and while her 
children suffered in the heathen city from the barbarians, so again they were there the life and the salt 
of the city where they suffered. 

Christians understood this at the time, and availed themselves of their position. They remembered 
AbrahamEs intercession for Sodom, and the gracious announcement made him, that had there been ten 
righteous men therein, it would have been saved. 

When the city was worsted, threatened, and at length overthrown, the Pagans had cried out that 
Christianity was the cause of this. They said they had always flourished under their idols, and that these 
idols and devils (gods as they called them) were displeased at them for the numbers among them who 
had been converted to the faith of the Gospel, and had in consequence deserted them, given them over 
to their enemies, and brought vengeance upon them. On the other hand, they scoffed at the Christians, 
saying, in effect, "Where is now your GOD? Why does He not save you? You are not better off than 
we;"Elike the impenitent thief, "If Thou be the CHRIST, save Thyself and us;" or, like the multitude, "If He 
be the SON of GOD, let Him come down from the Cross." This was during the time of one of the most 
celebrated bishops and doctors of the Church, St. Austin; and he replied to their challenge. He replied to 
them, and to his brethren also, some of whom were offended and shocked that such calamities should 
have happened to a city which had become Christian. He pointed to the cities which had already sinned 
and been visited, and showed that they had altogether perished, whereas Rome was still preserved. 
Here then he said was the very fulfilment of the promise of GOD, announced to Abraham; for the sake 
of the Christians in it, Rome was chastised, not overthrown utterly. 

Historical facts support St. AugustineEs view of things: GOD showed visibly, not only provided secretly, 
that the Church should be the salvation of the city. The fierce conqueror, Alaric, who first came against 
it, exhorted his troops, "to respect the Churches of the Apostles St. Peter and St. Paul, as holy and 
inviolable sanctuaries;" and he gave orders that a quantity of plate consecrated to St. Peter should be 
removed into his Church from the place where it had been discovered. 

Again, fifty years afterwards, when Attila was advancing against the city, the bishop of Rome of the day, 
St. Leo, formed one of a deputation of three, who went out to meet him, and was successful in arresting 
his purpose. A few years afterwards, Genseric, the most savage of the barbarian conquerors, appeared 
before the defenceless city. The same fearless prelate went out to meet him at the head of his clergy, 
and though he did not avail to save the city from pillage, yet he gained a promise that the unresisting 



multitude should be spared, the buildings protected from fire, and the captives from torture 2. Thus 
from the Goth, Hun, and Vandal, did the Christian Church shield the guilty city in which she dwelt. What 
a wonderful rule of GODES providence is herein displayed, which occurs daily! the Church sanctifies yet 
suffers with the world, sharing its sufferings yet lightening them. In the case before us, it has (if we may 
humbly say it,) suspended, to this day, the vengeance destined to fall upon her who was drunk with the 
blood of the martyrs of JESUS. What vengeance has never fallen; it is still suspended; nor can reason be 
given why Rome has not fallen under the rule of GODES general dealings with His rebellious creatures, 
and suffered (according to the prophecy), the fulness of GODES wrath begun in her, except that a 
Christian Church is still in that city, sanctifying it, interceding for it, saving it. That part of the Christian 
Church, (alas!) has in process of time become infected with the sins of Rome itself, and learned to be 
ambitious and cruel after the fashion of those who possessed the place aforetimes. Yet if it were what 
some would make it, it it were as reprobate as heathen Rome itself, what stays the judgment long ago 
begun? why does not the Avenging Arm, which made its first stroke ages since, deal its second and its 
third, till the city has fallen? why is not Rome as Sodom and Gomorrah, if there be no righteous men in 
it? 


This then is the first remark I would make as to the fulfilment of the prophecy which is yet co come; 
perchance, through GODES mercy, it may be procrastinated even to the end, and never be fulfilled. Of 
this we can know nothing one way or the other. 

Secondly, let it be considered, that as Babylon is a type of Rome, and of the world of sin and vanity, so 
Rome in turn nay be a type also, whether of some other city, or of a proud and deceiving world. The 
woman is said to be Babylon as well as Rome, and as she is something more than Babylon, namely, 
Rome, so again she may be something more than Rome, which is yet to come. Various great cities in 
Scripture, are made, in their ungodliness and ruin, types of the world itself. Their end is described in 
figures which in their fulness apply only to the end of the world; the sun and moon are said to fall, the 
earth to quake, and the stars to fall from heaven. As then their ruin prefigures a greater and wider 
judgment, so the chapters of which the text forms a part may have a further accomplishment not in 
Rome, but in the world itself, or some other great city to which we cannot at present apply them, or to 
all the great cities of the world together, and to the spirit that rules in them, their avaricious, luxurious, 
self dependent, irreligious spirit. And in this sense is already fulfilled a portion of the chapter before us, 
which does not apply to heathen Rome; I mean the description of the woman as making men drunk with 
her sorceries and delusions; for such, surely, nothing but an intoxication is that arrogant, ungodly, falsely 
liberal, and worldly spirit, which great cities spread through a country. 

To sum up what I have said. The question asked was, Is not (as is commonly said and believed among us) 
Rome mentioned in the Apocalypse, as having especial share in the events which will come at the end of 
the world by means or after the time of Antichrist. I answer this, that RomeEs judgments have come on 
her in great measure, when her empire was taken from her; that her persecutions of the Church have 
been in great measure judged, and the Scripture predictions concerning her fulfilled; that whether or 
not, she shall be further judged depends on two circumstances, first, whether "the righteous men" in 
the city who saved her when her judgment first came may not, through GODES great mercy, be allowed 
to save her still; next, whether the prophecy relates in its fulness to Rome or to some other object or 
objects of which Rome is a type. And further, I say, that if Rome is still to be judged, this must be before 
Antichrist comes, because Antichrist comes upon and destroys the ten kings, and lasts but a short space, 
but the ten kings are to destroy Rome. On the other hand, so far would seem to be clear, that the 
prophecy itself has not been fully accomplished, whatever we decide about RomeEs concern in it. The 
Roman empire has not yet been divided into ten heads, nor has it yet risen against the woman, whoever 
she stands for, nor has the woman yet received her ultimate judgment. 



We are warned against sharing in her sins, and in her punishment. How shall we feel when the end 
comes, if we be found mere children of this world and of its great cities; with tastes, opinions, habits, 
such as are found in its cities; with a heart dependent on human society, and a reason moulded by it! 
What a miserable lot will be ours at the last day, to find ourselves before our Judge, with all the low 
feelings, principles, and aims which the world encourages; with our thoughts wandering (if that be 
possible then), wandering after vanities; with thoughts which rise no higher than the consideration of 
our own comforts, or our gains; with a haughty contempt for the Church, her ministers, her lowly 
people; a love of rank and station, an admiration of the splendour and the fashions of the world, an 
affectation of refinement, a dependence upon our powers of reason, an habitual self-esteem, and an 
utter ignorance of the number and the heinousness of the sins which lie against us! And when the 
judgment is over, and the saints have gone up to heaven, and there is silence and darkness where all 
was so full of life and expectation, where shall we find ourselves? Men now give fair names to sins and 
sinners; but then all the citizens of Babylon will appear in their true colours, as the word of GOD exhibits 
them, "as dogs, and sorcerers, And whoremongers, and murderers, and idolaters, and lovers and makers 
of lies." 


SERMON IV. 

THE PERSECUTION OF ANTICHRIST. 

DAN. xii. 1. 

"There shall be a time of trouble, such as never was since there was a nation even to that same time; 
and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every one that shall be found written in the book." 

WE have been so accustomed to hear of the persecutions of the Church, both from the New Testament 
and from the history of Christianity, that it is well if we have not at length come to regard the account as 
words of course, to speak of them without understanding what we say, and to receive no practical 
benefit from having been told of them: much less are we likely to take them for what they really are, a 
characteristic mark of ChristEs Church. They are not indeed the necessary lot of the Church, but at least 
one of her appropriate badges; so that on the whole, looking at the course of history, you might set 
down persecution as one of the peculiarities by which you recognize her. And our Lord seems to 
intimate how becoming, how natural persecution is to the Church, by placing it among His Beatitudes. 
"Blessed are they who are persecuted for righteousness® sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven;" 
giving it the same high and honourable rank in the assemblage of evangelical graces, which the Sabbath 
holds among the ten Commandments,® I mean, as a sort of sign and token of His followers, and, as such, 
placed in the moral code, though in itself external to it. 

He seems to show us this in another way, viz., as intimating to us the fact, that in persecution the 
Church begins and ends. He left her in persecution, and He will find her in persecution. He recognizes 
her as His own,®He framed, and He will claim her,®as a persecuted Church, bearing His Cross. And that 
awful relic of Him which He gave her, and which she is found with at the end, she cannot have lost by 
the way. 

The text speaks of the great persecution yet to comeEand seems referred to by our LORD in His solemn 
prophecy before His passion, in which He comprises both series of events, both those which attended 
His first, and those which will attend at His second comingEboth persecutions of His Church, the early 
and the late. He speaks as follows: "Then shall be great tribulation, such as was not since the beginning 



of the world to this time, no, nor ever shall be; and except those days should be shortened, there should 
no flesh be saved; but for the electEs sake those days shall be shortened." 

Having been led, at this season of the year, to speak of that dreadful visitation which will precede the 
return of CHRIST to judge the world, I mean the coming of Antichrist, I will end the subject now with a 
few brief remarks on the persecution which will attend it. In saying that a persecution will attend it, I do 
but speak the opinion of the early Church, as I have tried to do all along, and shall do in what follows. 

First, I will cite some of the principal texts which seem to refer to this last persecution. 

"Another shall rise after them, and .... he shall speak great words against the most High, and shall wear 
out the saints of the most High, and think to change times and laws; and they shall be given into his 
hand until a time, times, and the dividing of time:"Ei. e. three years and a half. 

"They shall pollute the Sanctuary of strength, and shall take away the Daily Sacrifice, and they shall place 
the Abomination that maketh desolate, and such as do wickedly against the Covenant shall he corrupt 
by flatteries; but the people that do know their GOD shall be strong and do exploits. And they that 
understand among the people, shall instruct many; yet they shall fall by the sword, and by flame, by 
captivity, and by spoil, many days." 

"Many shall be purified, and made white, and tried; but the wicked shall do wickedly . . . and from the 
time that the Daily Sacrifice shall be taken away, and the Abomination that maketh desolate set up, 
there shall be a thousand two hundred and ninety days." 

"Then shall be great tribulation, such as was not since the beginning of the world," and so on, as I just 
now read it. 

"The beast that ascendeth out of the bottomless pit shall make war against them, and shall overcome 

them, and kill them.And they that dwell upon the earth shall rejoice over them, and make merry, 

and shall send gifts one to another, because these two prophets tormented them that dwelt on the 
earth." 

"And the woman fled into the wilderness, where she hath a place prepared of GOD, that they should 
feed her there a thousand two hundred and threescore days." 

"And there was given unto him a mouth speaking great things and blasphemies; and power was given 
unto him to continue forty and two months. And he opened his mouth in blasphemy against GOD, to 
blaspheme His name, and His tabernacle, and them that dwell in heaven: and it was given unto him to 
make war with the saints, and to overcome them . . . and all that dwell upon the earth shall worship 
him, whose names are not written in the book of life of the Lamb slain from the foundation of the 
world." 

"I saw an Angel come down from heaven, having the key of the bottomless pit, and a great chain in his 
hand; and he laid hold on the dragon, that old serpent, which is the devil and Satan, and bound him a 
thousand years....and after that he must be loosed a little season .... and shall go out to deceive the 
nations which are in the four quarters of the earth, Gog and Magog, to gather them together to battle: 
the number of whom is as the sand of the sea. And they went up on the breadth of the earth, and 
compassed the camp of the saints about, and the beloved city." 

These passages were understood by the early Christians to relate to the persecution, which was to come 
in the last times; and they seem, evidently, to bear upon them that meaning. Our SAVIOURES words, 



indeed, about the fierce trial which was coming, might seem at first sight to refer to the early 
persecutions, those to which the first Christians were exposed; and doubtless so they do: yet, violent as 
these persecutions were, they were not considered by those who suffered them to be the proper 
fulfilment of the prophecy; and this surely is itself a strong reason for thinking they were not so. And it is 
confirmed by parallel passages, such as the text, which certainly speak of a persecution still future; yet 
surely our SAVIOUR used the very words of the text, and referred to what it refers to; and therefore, 
whatever partial accomplishment His prediction had in the early Church, He surely speaks of nothing 
short of the last persecution when His words are viewed in their full scope. He says, "There shall be 
great tribulation, such as was not since the beginning of the world to this time, lo, nor ever shall be: and 
except those days should be shortened, there should no flesh be saved; but for the electEs sake those 
days shall be shortened." And immediately after, "There shall arise false Christs and false prophets, and 
shall show great signs and wonders; insomuch that, if it were possible, they shall deceive the very elect." 
In accordance with this language, the text says, "There shall be a time of trouble, such as never was 
since there was a nation, even to that same time: and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every 
one that shall be found written in the book." One of the passages I quoted from the Revelations says the 
same, and as strongly: "It was given him to make war with the Saints, and to overcome them....and all 
that dwell on the earth shall worship him, whose names are not written in the book of life." 

Let us then apprehend and realize the idea, thus clearly brought before us, that, sheltered as the Church 
has been from persecution for 1500 years, yet a persecution awaits it, before the end, fierce and more 
perilous than any which occurred at its first rise. 

Further, this persecution is to be attended with the cessation of all religious worship "They shall take 
away the Daily Sacrifice/'Ewords which the early Fathers interpret to mean, that Antichrist will suppress 
for three years and a half all religious worship. St. Augustin questions whether baptism even will be 
administered to infants during that season. 

And further, we are told: "They shall place the Abomination that maketh desolate,"Ethey shall "set it 
up:" our SAVIOUR declares the same. What this means we cannot pronounce. In the former fulfilment of 
this prophecy, it has been the introduction of heathen idols into GODES house. 

Moreover the reign of Antichrist will be supported, it would appear, with a display of miracles, such as 
the magicians of Egypt effected against Moses. On this subject, of course, we wait for a fuller 
explanation of the prophetical language, such as the event alone can give us. So far, how ever, is clear, 
that whether real miracles or not, whether pretended, or the result, as some have conjectured, of 
discoveries in physical science, they will produce the same effect as if they were real, viz. the 
overpowering the imaginations of such as have not the love of GOD deeply lodged in their hearts,Eof all 
but the elect. Scripture is remarkably precise and consistent in this prediction. "Signs and wonders," says 
our LORD, "insomuch that, if it were possible, they shall deceive the very elect." St. Paul speaks of 
Antichrist as one "whose coming is after the working of Satan, with all power, and signs, and lying 
wonders, and with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish; because they received not 
the love of the Truth, that they might be saved. And for this cause GOD shall send them strong delusion, 
that they should believe a lie." And St. John: "He doeth great wonders, so that He maketh fire come 
down from heaven on the earth in the sight of men, and deceiveth them that dwell on the earth by the 
means of those miracles which he had power to do in the sight of the beast." 

In these four respects, then, not to look for others, will the last persecution be more awful than any of 
the earlier ones: in its being in itself fiercer and more horrible; in its being attended by a cessation of the 
ordinances of grace, "the Daily Sacrifice;" and by an open and blasphemous establishment of infidelity. 



or some such enormity, in the holiest recesses of the Church; lastly, in being supported by a power of 
working miracles. Well is it for Christians that the days are shortenedSEshortened for the electEs sake, 
lest they should be overwhelmed,® shortened, as it would seem, to three years and a half. 

Much might be said, of course, on each of these four particulars; but I will confine myself to making one 
remark on the first of them, the sharpness of the persecution.Elt is to be worse than any persecution 
before it. Now, to understand the force of this announcement, we should understand in some degree 
what those former persecutions were. 

This it is very difficult to do in a few words; yet a very slight survey of the history of the Church will 
convince us that cruelties more shocking than those which the early Christians suffered from their 
persecutors, are beyond our conception beforehand. St. PaulEs words, speaking of the persecutions 
prior to his time, but faintly describe the trial which came upon the Church in his day and afterwards. He 

says of the Jewish saints, "They were tortured, not accepting deliverance".they "had trials of cruel 

mockings and scourgings, yea moreover of bonds and imprisonment: they were stoned, they were sawn 
asunder, were tempted, were slain with the sword: they wandered about in sheepskins and goatskins, 
being destitute, afflicted, tormented." Such were the trials of the Prophets under the Law, who in a 
measure anticipated the Gospel, as in doctrine, so in suffering; yet the suffering, when the Gospel came, 
was as much sharper, as the doctrine was clearer, than their foretaste of either. 

To show you to what extent the early persecutions went, I will read you part of an account of one of 
them in the south of France; and, as I read it, would have you bear in mind the declaration in the text, 
that there is some suffering still to come, to which none which has hitherto happened, is worthy to be 
compared, and therefore not even what I am now going to read. It is written by eye-witnesses. 

" ... The rage of the populace, governor, and soldiers, especially lighted on Sanctus, a deacon; on 
Maturus, a late convert; on Attalus, and on Blandina, a slave, through whom CHRIST showed that the 
things which are lowly esteemed among men, have high account with GOD. For when we were all in 
fear, and her own mistress was in agony for her, lest she should be unable to make even one bold 
confession, from the weakness of her body, Blandina was filled with such strength, that even those, who 
tortured her by turns, in every possible way, from morning till evening, were wearied and gave it up, 
confessing she had conquered them. And they wondered at her remaining still alive, her whole body 
being mangled and pierced in every part. But that blessed woman, like a brave combatant, renewed her 
strength in confessing; and it was to her a recovery, a rest, and a respite, to say, El am a Christian.® 

Sanctus also endured exceedingly all the cruelties of men with a noble patience.and to all questions 

would say nothing but El am a Christian.® When they had nothing left to do to him, they fastened red 
hot plates of brass on the tenderest parts of his body. But though his limbs were burning, he remained 
upright and unshrinking, steadfast in his confession, bathed and strengthened from heaven with that 
fountain of living water that springs from the well of CHRIST. But his body bore witness of what had 
been done to it, being one entire wound, and deprived of the external form of man." 

After some days they were taken to the shows where the wild beasts were, and went through every 
torture again, as though they had suffered nothing before. Again they were scourged, forced into the 
iron chair (which was red hot), dragged about by the beasts, and so came to their end. "But Blandina 
was hung up upon a cross, and placed to be devoured by the beasts that were turned in." Afterwards 
she was scourged; at last placed in a basket and thrown to a bull, and died under the tossings of the 
furious animal. But the account is far too long and minute, and too dreadful, to allow of my going 
through it. I give this merely as a specimen of the sufferings of the early Christians, from the malice of 
the devil. 





Take again the sufferings which the Arian Vandals inflicted at a later time. Out of four hundred and sixty 
Bishops in Africa, they sent forty-six out of the country to an unhealthy place, and confined them to hard 
labour, and three hundred and two to different parts of Africa. After an interval of ten years, they 
banished two hundred and twenty more. At another time they tore above four thousand Christians, 
clergy and laity, from their homes, and marched them across the sands, till they died either of fatigue or 
ill usage. They lacerated others with scourges, burned them with hot iron, and cut off their limbs. 

Hear how one of the early Fathers, just when the first persecution was ceasing, meditates on the 
prospect lying before the Church, looking earnestly at the events of his own day, in order to discover 
from them, if he could, whether the predicted evil was coming. 

"There will be a time of affliction, such as never happened since there was a nation upon the earth till 
that time. The fearful monster, the great serpent, the unconquerable enemy of mankind, ready to 

devour.The LORD knowing the greatness of the enemy, in mercy to the religious, says, ELet those 

that are in Judaea flee to the mountains.® However, if any feel within him a strong heart to wrestle with 
Satan, let him remain (for I do not despair of the ChurchEs strength of nerve), let him remain, and let 

him say, EWho shall separate us from the love of CHRIST?®.Thanks to GOD, who limits the greatness 

of the affliction to a few days, for the electEs sake those days shall be cut short. Antichrist shall reign 

only three years and a half," a time, times, and the dividing of time."Blessed surely he who then shall 

be a martyr for CHRIST! I consider that the martyrs at that season will be greater than all martyrs; for 
the former ones wrestled with man only, but these, in the time of Antichrist, will battle with Satan 
himself personally. Persecuting emperors slaughtered the former; but they did not pretend to raise the 
dead, nor made show of signs and wonders: but here there will be the persuasion both of force and of 
fraud, so as to deceive, if possible, even the elect. Let no one at that day say in his heart, EWhat could 
CHRIST do more than this by what virtue worketh he these things? Unless GOD willed it, He would not 
have permitted it.E No: the Apostle forewarns you, saying beforehand, EGOD shall send them a strong 
delusion,EEnot that they may be excused, but condemned; those, who believe not in the Truth, that is, 

the true CHRIST, but take pleasure in unrighteousness, that is, in Antichrist.Prepare thyself, 

therefore, 0 man! thou hearest the signs of Antichrist; nor remind only thyself of them, but 
communicate them liberally to all around thee. If thou hast a child according to the flesh, delay not to 
instruct him. If thou art a teacher, prepare also thy spiritual children, lest they take the false for the 
True. For Ethe mystery of iniquity doth already work.® I fear the wars of the nations; I fear the divisions 
among Christians; I fear the hatred among brethren. Enough; but GOD forbid that it should be fulfilled in 
our day. However, let us be prepared." 

To these observations I will add only two remarks: first, that it is quite certain, that if such a persecution 
has been foretold, it has not yet come, and therefore is to come. We may be wrong in thinking that 
Scripture foretels it, though it has been the common belief, I may say, of all ages; but if there be, it is still 
future. So that every generation of Christians should be on the watch-tower, looking out,Enay, the more 
and more, as time goes on. 

Next, I observe that signs do occur from time to time, not to enable us to fix the day, for that is hidden, 
but to show us it is coming. The world grows oldEthe earth is crumbling awayEthe night is far spentEthe 
day is at hand. The shadows begin to moveEthe old forms of empire which have lasted ever since 
CHRIST was with us, heave and tremble before our eyes, and nod to their fall. They are they which keep 
CHRIST from usE He is behind them. When they go. Antichrist will be released from that which letteth, 
and after his short but fearful season CHRIST will come. 


For instance: one sign is the present state of the Roman Empire, if it may be said to exist, though it does 







exist; but it is like a man on his death-bed, who after many throes and pangs, at last goes off when you 
least expect, or perhaps you know not when. You watch the sick man, and you say every day will be the 
last; yet day after day goes onEyou know not when the end will come She lingers onEgets 
betterErelapses,Eyet you are sure after all he must dieEit is a mere matter of time, you call it a matter of 
time: so is it with the old Roman Empire, which now lies so still and helpless. It is not dead, but it is on its 
death-bed. We suppose indeed that it will not die without some violence even yet, without convulsions. 
Antichrist is to head it; yet in another sense it dies to make way for Antichrist, and this latter form of 
death is surely hastening on, whether it comes a few years sooner or later. It may outlast our time, and 
the time of our children; for we are creatures of a day, and a generation is like the striking of a clock; but 
it tends to dissolution, and its hours are numbered. 

Again, another anxious sign at the present time is what appears in the approaching destruction of the 
Mahometan power. This too may outlive our day; still it tends visibly to annihilation, and as it crumbles, 
perchance the sands of the worldEs life are running out. 

And lastly, not to mention many other tokens which might be observed upon, here is this remarkable 
one. In one of the passages I just now read from the book of Revelations, it is said that in the last times, 
and in order to the last persecution, Satan, being loosed from his prison, shall deceive the nations in the 
extremities of the earth, Gog and Magog, and bring them to battle against the Church. These words had 
been already used by the prophet Ezekiel, who borrows the latter of them from the tenth chapter of 
Genesis. We read in that chapter that after the flood the sons of Japheth were Gomer, and Magog, and 
Madan, and Javan, and Tubal, and Meshech, and Tiras." Magog is supposed to be the ancestor of the 
nations in the north, the Tartars or Scythians. Whatever then Gog means, which is not known, here is a 
prophecy that the northern nations should be stirred up against the Church, and be one of the 
instruments of its suffering. And it is to le observed that twice since that prophecy was delivered, the 
northern nations have invaded the Church, and both times they have brought with them, or rather (as 
the text in the Revelations expresses it) they have been deceived into an Antichristian delusion,Ebeen 
deceived into it, not invented it. The first irruption was that of the Goths and Vandals in the early times 
of the Church, and they were deceived into and fought for the Arian heresy. The next was that of the 
Turks, and they in like manner were deceived into and fought for Mahomedanism. Here then history 
since, as in other instances, is in part a comment upon the prophecy. Now, I do not mean that as to the 
present time, we see how this is to be accomplished in its fulness, after the pattern of the Shadows 
which have gone before. But thus much we seeEwe see that in matter of fact the nations of the North 
are gathering strength, and beginning to frown over the seat of the Roman Empire as they never have 
done since the time when the Turks came down. Here then we have a sign of AntichristEs appearanceEl 
do not say of his instant coming, or his certain coming, for it may after all be but a type or shadow: still, 
so far as it goes, it is a preparation, a warning, a call to sober thoughtEjust as a cloud in the sky (to use 
our LordEs instance) warns us about the weather. It is no sure proof of what is to be, but we think it 
prudent to keep our eye upon it. 

This is what I have to say about the last persecution and its signs. And surely it is profitable to think 
about it, though we be quite mistaken in the detail. For instance, after all it may not be a persecution of 
blood and death, but of craft and subtilty onlyEnot of miracles, but of natural wonders and powers of 
human skill, human acquirements in the hands of the devil. Satan may adopt the more alarming 
weapons of deceitEhe may hide himselfEhe may attempt to seduce us in little things, and so to move 
the Church, not all at once, but by little and little from her true position. I do believe he has done much 
in this way in the course of the last few centuries. I believe he has moved every part of the Church, this 
way or that way, but some way or other from the truth as it is in JESUS, from the old faith on which it 
was built "before the division of the east and west." It is his policy to split us up and divide us, to 



dislodge us gradually from our rock of strength. And if there is to be a persecution, perhaps it will be 
then; then, perhaps, when we are all of us in all parts of Christendom so divided, and so reduced, so full 
of schism, so close upon heresy. When we have cast ourselves upon the world and depend for 
protection upon it, and have given up our independence and our strength, then he may burst upon us in 
fury as far as God allows him. Then suddenly the Roman Empire nay break; up, and Antichrist appear as 
a persecutor, and the barbarous nations around break in. But all these things are in GOD0S hand and 
GOD0S knowledge, and there let us leave them. 

This alone, I will say, in conclusion, as I have already said several times, that such meditations as these 
may be turned to good account. What a curb upon our self-willed, selfish hearts, to believe that a 
persecution is in store for the Church, whether or not it comes in our days! Surely with this thought 
before us, we cannot bear to give ourselves up to thoughts of ease and comfort, of making money, 
settling well, or rising in the world. Surely with this thought before us, we cannot but feel that we are, 
what all Christians really are in the best estate, (nay rather would wish to be had they their will, if they 
be Christians in heart) pilgrims, watchers waiting for the morning, waiting for the light, eagerly straining 
our eyes for the first dawn of dayElooking out for our SAVIOUR0S coming, His glorious advent, when He 
will end the reign of sin and wickedness, accomplish the number of His elect, and perfect those who at 
present struggle with infirmity, yet in their hearts love and obey Him. 

May He perform all this in His own good time, according to His infinite mercies! May He give us strength 
according to our days, and peace at the last! 

NOTE. 

The following passage from Bishop HorsleyEs Letters, published in the British Magazine for 1839, is very 
remarkable, considering it was written nearly forty years since. It is here quoted as bearing on the 
subject of the foregoing Sermons. 

"The Church of GOD on earth will be greatly reduced, as we may well imagine, in its apparent numbers, 
in the times of Antichrist, by the open desertion of the powers of the world. This desertion will begin in 
a professed indifference to any particular form of Christianity, under the pretence of universal 
toleration; which toleration will proceed from no true spirit of charity and forbearance, but from a 
design to undermine Christianity, by multiplying and encouraging sectaries. The pretended toleration 
will go far beyond a just toleration, even as it regards the different sects of Christians. For governments 
will pretend an indifference to all, and will give a protection in preference to none. All establishments 
will be laid aside. From the toleration of the most pestilent heresies, they will proceed to the toleration 
of Mahometanism, Atheism, and at last to a positive persecution of the truth of Christianity. In these 
times the Temple of GOD will be reduced almost to the Holy Place, that is, to the small number of real 
Christians who worship the FATHER in spirit and in truth, and regulate their doctrine and their worship, 
and their whole conduct, strictly by the word of GOD. The merely nominal Christians will all desert the 
profession of the truth, when the powers of the world desert it. And this tragical event I take to be 
typified by the order to St. John to measure the Temple and the Altar, and leave the outer court 
(national Churches) to be trodden under foot by the Gentiles. The property of the clergy will be pillaged, 
the public worship insulted and vilified by these deserters of the faith they once professed, who are not 
called apostates, because they never were in earnest in their profession. Their profession was nothing 
more than a compliance with fashion and public authority. In principle they were always, what they now 
appear to be, Gentiles. When this general desertion of the faith takes place, then will commence the 
sackcloth ministry of the witnesses....There will be nothing of splendour in the external appearance of 
these Churches; they will have no support from governments, no honours, no emoluments, no 




immunities, no authority, but that which no earthly power can take away, which they derive from Him 
who commissioned them to be his witnesses." B.M. vol. v. p. 520. 


There are reasons, not necessary here to mention, for adding, that these Sermons were written several 
years since. 

OXFORD, 

The Feast of St. Peter. 

1838 


Tracts for the Times WHETHER A CLERGYMAN OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND BE NOW BOUND TO 
HAVE MORNING AND EVENING PRAYERS DAILY IN HIS PARISH CHURCH? [Number 84] 


COLLECTIONS IN ORDER TO THE RESOLUTION OF THIS QUESTION. 

1. BOOK OF COMMON PRAYEREfThey (the Fathers) so ordered the matter, that all the whole Bible (or 
the greatest part thereof) should be read over once every year; intending thereby, that the clergy, and 
especially such as were ministers in the congregation, should (by often reading and meditation in GOD'S 
word) be stirred up to godliness themselves, and be more able to exhort others by wholesome doctrine, 
and to confute them that were adversaries to the truth; and further, that the people (by daily hearing of 
the Holy Scripture read in the Church) might continually profit more and more in the knowledge of GOD, 
and be the more inflamed with the love of His true religion."EConcerning the Service of the Church. 

2. "All priests and deacons are to say daily the Morning and Evening Prayer, either privately or openly, 
not being let by sickness, or some other urgent cause. And the curate that ministereth in every 
parish-church or chapel, being at home, and not being otherwise reasonably hindered, shall say the 
same in the parish-church or chapel where he ministereth, and shall cause a bell to be tolled thereunto a 
convenient time before he begin, that the people may come to hear GOD'S word, and to pray with 
him."Elbid. 

[Note, that these last directions used to be inclosed in inverted commas, probably for the purpose of 
calling peculiar attention. It might be asked, on what authority the commas have been omitted in recent 
editions of the Prayer Book?] 



3. "The Psalter shall be read through once every month, as it is there appointed, both for Morning and 
Evening Prayer."0 Order how the Psalter is appointed to be read. 

4. "The Old Testament is appointed for the first Lessons at Morning and Evening Prayer, so as the most 
part thereof all be read over every year once. The New Testament is appointed for the second Lessons 
at Morning and Evening Prayer, and shall be read over orderly every year thrice."EOrder how the rest of 
Holy Scripture is appointed to be read. 

5. TITLE.0 "The Order for Morning and Evening Prayer daily to be said and used throughout the year." 

6. TE DEUM.0"Day by day we magnify thee.... 

"Vouchsafe, 0 Lord, to keep us this day without sin." 

7. RUBRIC.0"The Collects [for Peace and for Grace] shall never alter, but daily be said at Morning Prayer 
throughout all the year." See also the Collect for Grace. 

See likewise the Rubric before the Second Collect at Evening Prayer, and the Collect for Aid against all 
Perils. 

The Collect for the First Sunday in Advent is to be repeated every day, until Christmas Eve. 

That for Ash-Wednesday is to be read every day in Lent, after the Collect appointed for the day. 

The Morning and Evening Service to be used daily at Sea, shall be the same which is appointed in the 
Book of Common Prayer. 

8. In the Prayer-book of 1552, instead of "not being let by sickness," &c. (see No. 2.) we have, "except 
they be letted by preaching, studying of divinity, or some other," &c. 

9. Q. ELIZABETH0S INJUNCTIONS, 1559.0 "Item, That weekly upon Wednesdays and Fridays, not being 
holy-days, the curate at the accustomed hours of service shall resort to church, and cause warning to be 
given to the people by knolling of a bell, and say the Litany and Prayers."0lnjunction 48th. Bishop 
Sparrow0s Coll. p. 79. 

10. CANON XIV. JAMES 1.0 "The Common Prayer shall be said or sung distinctly and reverently upon such 
days as are appointed to be kept holy by the Book of Common Prayer, and their eves, and at convenient 
and usual times of those days, and in such place of every church as the bishop of the diocese, or 
ecclesiastical ordinary of the place shall think meet for the largeness or straitness of the same, so as the 
people may be most edified. All ministers likewise shall observe the orders, rites, and ceremonies, 
prescribed in the Book of Common Prayer, as well in reading the Holy Scriptures, and saying of prayers, 
as in administration of the Sacraments, without either diminishing in regard of preaching, or in any other 
respect, or adding any thing in the matter or form thereof." 

11. CANON XV.0"The Litany shall be said or sung when, and as it is set down in the Book of Common 
Prayer, by the parsons, vicars, ministers, or curates, in all cathedral, collegiate or parish churches and 
chapels, in some convenient place, according to the discretion of the bishop of the diocese, or 
ecclesiastical ordinary of the place. And that we may speak more particularly, upon Wednesdays and 
Fridays weekly, though they be not holydays, the minister at the accustomed hours of service shall 
resort to the church and chapel, and warning being given to the people by tolling of a bell, shall say the 
Litany prescribed in the Book of Common Prayer: whereunto we wish every householder dwelling within 



half a mile of the church to come, or send one at the least of his household fit to join with the minister in 
prayers." 

12. After the words "some urgent cause," (see No. 2.) the Scotch Prayer-book had, "Of which cause, if it 
be frequently pretended, they are to make the bishop of the diocese, or the archbishop of the province, 
the judge and allower." 

13. TITLE OF THE LITANY.E "Here followeth the Litany to be used after the third collect at Morning 
Prayer, called the Collect for Grace, upon Sundayes, Wednesdayes and Fridayes, and at other times 
when it shall be commanded by the ordinarie, and without omission of any part of the other daily 
service of the Church on those days."EPrayer-book of the Church of Scotland, 1637. 

14. PRAYER IN EMBER WEEKS.E"A Prayer to be said in the Ember weeks, for those which are then to be 
admitted into holy orders; and is to be read every day of the week, beginning on the Sunday before the 
day of ordination."EPrayer-book of the Church of Scotland. 

15. ACT OF UNIFORMITY, 14 C. 0. cap. iv. R 2.E"Be it enacted by the KingEs most excellent Majesty, &c., 
That all and singular ministers in any cathedral, collegiate or parish church or chapel, or other place of 
public worship within this realm of England, dominion of Wales, and town of Berwick-upon-Tweed, shall 
be bound to say and use the Morning Prayer, Evening Prayer, celebration and administration of both the 
Sacraments, and all other the publick and common prayer, in such other and form as is mentioned in the 
said book, annexed and joined to this present act, and intituled, EThe Book of Common Prayer,® &c.: 
and that the Morning and Evening Prayers therein contained, shall upon every LordEs Day, and upon all 
other days and occasions, and at the times therein appointed, be openly and solemnly read by all and 
every minister or curate in every church, chapel or other place of public worship within this realm of 
England, and places aforesaid." 

16. DR. NICHOLLS.E "Morning, and Evening Prayer shall be used, and all other the Common Prayer, 
administration, &c. in the order and form, and on the days, and times appointed, nor will any 
dispensation excuse the performance of what is here required."EDr. Nicholls on the Act of Uniformity. 

17. "The Rubric here (see No. 2.) speaks of the whole Morning and Evening Prayer, which our Reformers 
would not have in any case, neglected by ministers of the Church; but that they should be as diligent, in 
using the English Liturgy, as the Papists were the Latin; and if they could not get a congregation at 
church, they should use the public forms with their own families at home. 

"Now, it is certain, by the rules of the Roman Church, even before the Reformation, and the Council of 
Trent, that the clergy were obliged to recite the canonical hours, or the offices of the several hours of 
day and night, which are in the Breviary; either publicly in a church, or chapel, or privately by 
themselves. The canon law is positive as to this, with relation to priests. Decret. dis. 91. And it is the 
common opinion of the divines and canonists, that deacons and sub-deacons were obliged to the same. 
Wherefore, since our Reformers thought it convenient that the mumbling over the prayers in private 
should be laid aside by the clergy, they would not perfectly exonerate them from the constant repetition 
of the public devotions; and therefore they changed the private recital of the Morning and Evening 
service, which was before performed by each clergyman alone by himself, into family prayer, when a 
congregation could not be gotten at Church."EDr. Nicholls in locum. 

18. "The two times of worshipping God in public among the Jews, were Morning and Evening, and that 
by GODES own appointment; the Morning and Evening Sacrifice drawing the people together for that 
purpose. EThou shalt offer upon the altar two lambs of the first year: the one lamb thou shalt offer in 



the morning, and the other in the evening.® (Exod. xxix. 32.) Which precept was constantly observed, as 
long as the city and polity of the Jews stood. For Josephus says, [Dis tes hemeras, proi te kai peri 
ennaten oran, ierourgounton epi tou bomou.]ETwice a day, in the morning and at the ninth hour, they 
offer sacrifice.0 Joseph. Ant. lib. xiv. c. 4. And that this was the hour of prayer, for devout people to go to 
the temple, to perform their devotions there, is plain from Acts iii. 1. EPeter and John went up together 
into the temple, being the ninth hour,® which is confirmed by the Talmud. R. Jose Ben Chaninah saith, 
EThe patriarchs appointed the prayers.® R. Josua Ben Levi saith, EThey appointed them according to the 
daily sacrifices. Morning Prayer is still the fourth hour; the prayer of the Mincha, or the Evening, is till 
evening.E"EBeracoth, cited by Dr. Lightfoot, Talm. Ex. p. 649. 

"Upon this account, the primitive Christians, who would not be behind-hand with the Jews in their 
devotion, did constantly observe these two solemn times of prayer, and did very early add a third. For, 
as some devout Jews had a third hour, which they devoted to prayer, viz. (our twelve oEclock) when 
they retired to some closet, or other private place, to say their prayers, as we see in the example of 
Peter, who went up on the house-top to pray about the sixth hour (Acts x. 9.): so the primitive Christians 
turned this hour, which was formerly voluntary, into a settled hour of public devotion. For so it was 
settled before St. CyprianEs time; for this Father gives a rationale of the institution of the three solemn 
hours of prayer. The Morning Prayer (he says) was instituted in remembrance of CHRISTES resurrection; 
the Noon Prayer in remembrance of His crucifixion, and the Evening prayer in token of His death, (Vide 
CyE,. de Or. Dom.) which is confirmed likeuise by a passage in St. Clemens of Alexandria, [Ei tines kai 
horas taktas aponemousin euche, hos triten, fere, kai ekten, kai ennaten,] &c. "Though some are for 
stated hours of prayer, viz. 9, 12, and 3 oEclock; yet the [ho gnostikos], the most perfect Christian, will 
be always praying." (Clem. Alex. Strom, vii.) Soon after, the monks, who would be more devout than 
common Christians, were for more hours of stated prayer: and in St. BasilEs time, they had mounted 
them up to seven. (Op. tom. ii. p. 49.) At last these were established by decree of Pope Pelagius II., and 
the Psalms appointed for each hour, which was the rise of what they call canonical hours in the Church 
of Rome. (Pol. Virg. de Rer. Inv. lib. ii. c. 2.) But our Church, in her reformation, has brought back the 
solemn times of prayer to the most ancient institution, and enjoineth only morning and evening prayer 
to be used."EDr. NichollsE note on "Proper Lessons for Sundays." 

19. Day by day, &c. (see No. 6.) "Therefore in the words of the Psalmist let us say, EEvery day do we 
bless thee, and praise thy name for ever and ever,® be pleased therefore to answer the petitions of this 
dayEs devotion, and to preserve us from sin, till the course of our public exercise returns 
to-morrow."EDr. Nicholls, Paraphrase on the Te Deum. 

20. CREED.E"St. Ambrose (Ad Virg. lil. iii.) advises the use of the Creed every morning. And St. Austin (De 
Symb. ad Cat. lib. i.) morning and night. King Canutus ordered it to be used in our daily devotions." Id. 
Notes on the Apostles® Creed. [But see No. 26 of this Collection.] 

21. "The latter part of the Collect for Grace (see No. 7.) does exactly agree with that in the Greek 
Liturgies: [Doresai hemin to loipon tes parousias hemeras, eirenikon kai anamarteton, kai panta ton 
chronon tes zoes hemon.] Euchol. Gr. Lucern. Orat. 2."Eld. Note on the Collect for Grace. 

22. "And we beseech thee, out of thy tender mercy to all thy creatures, and especially to thy faithful 
servants, that thou wouldest be pleased to defend us from all the dangers which the night brings along 
with it; from fire and thieves; from diseases and sudden death; from all unchaste thoughts and frightful 
dreams; and that thou wouldest preserve us in health and safety to the next morning."Eld. Paraph, on 
the third Collect at Evening Prayer. 



23. BISHOP OVERALL.EOf ministers daily saying the service. SThis was so ordered in the Council of 
Venice, under Pope Leo I., and after that in the Council of Mentz, Can. 57. "Clericus, quern intra muros 
civitatis suE manere constiterit, et matutinis hymnis, sine probabili excusatione Egritudinis, inventus 
fuerit defuisse, septem diebus a communione habeatur extraneus," &c.0Bishop Overall ap. Nicholls. 

24. "All the priests and deacons shall be bound to say daily." 0 "So that we are all bound, and all priests 
are in the Church of Rome, daily to repeat and say the public service of the Church. And it is a precept 
the most useful and necessary of any other that belongs to the ministers of GOD, and such as have cure 
of other menSs souls, would men regard it, and practise it a little more than they do among us. We are 
all for preaching now; and for attending the service and prayers appointed by the Church for GODI3S 
worship, and the good of all men, we think that too mean an office for us, and therefore, as if it were 
not worth our labour, we commonly hire others under us to do it, more to satisfy the law, than to be 
answerable to our duties. Here is a command that binds us every day to say the Morning and Evening 
Prayer; how many are the men that are noted to do it? It is well they have a back-door for an excuse to 
come out at here: for good men! they are so belaboured with studying of divinity, and preaching the 
word, that they have no leisure to read these same common prayers; as if this were not a chief part of 
their office and charge committed unto them. Certainly, the people whose souls they have care of, reap 
as great benefit, and more too, by these prayers, which their pastors are daily to make unto GOD for 
them, either privately or publicly, as they can do by their preaching: for GOD is more respective to the 
prayers which they make for the people, than ever the people are to the sermons which they make to 
them."13 Id. ibid. p. 6. 

25. BISHOP COSINS.I3"Every curate is enjoined to say the Morning and Evening Prayer daily in the 
Church, unless he be otherwise reasonably letted. Which requires an explanation (against them that 
account themselves treasonably lettedt by any common and ordinary affairs of their own) whether any 
thing but sickness, or necessary absence abroad, shall be sufficient to excuse them from this 
duty."0Bishop Cosins ap. Nicholls, 67. 

26. It does not appear, (see No. 20.) from the Latin version at least, that Canute ordered the Creed to be 
used in the daily devotions.tSee Sir H. Spelmants Councils, &c. vol. i. p. 549. 

27. SAXON CHURCH.tExcerptio 2da Egberti Archiep. Ebor. circ. An. Christi 750. 

"Item, Ut omnes sacerdotes, horis competentibus diei et noctis, suarum sonent ecclesiarum signa: et 
sacra tunc Deo celebrent officia; et populos erudiant, quomodo aut quibus Deus adorandus est 
horis."IBSpelm. Cone. 1. p. 259. 

Ex ejusdem Egberti PEBnitentialis Lib. 2do. 

5. "Si quis clericus aut monachus corporis sanitate consistens, si vigiliis et cotidianis officiis defuerit, 
perdat communionem." 

6. "Si quis clericus, absque corpusculi sui inEqualitate, vigiliis deest, stipendio privatus, 
excommunicetur." 

7. "Si quis clericus, dato signo, non statim ad ecclesiam properaverit, correptionibus 
subjacebit."0Speiman, Cone. vol. i. p. 276. 

28. "Docemus etiam, ut quis statis temporibus campanas pulset, et ut omnis tunc sacerdos cantum 
suum horarium in ecclesia psallat, Deum in timore invocet solicite, et pro omni populo preces 



fundat."0Canon. dat. sub Edg. Reg. Spelm. i. p. 453. 

29. "De mane et vespere orando. 

"Dicendum illis ut singulis diebus, qui amplius non potest, salten duabus vicibus oret; mane scilicet et 
vespere, dicens symbolum sive Orationem Dominicam; Qui plasmasti me miserere mei; vel etiam, Deus 
propitius esto mihi peccatori. Et Domino gratias agens pro quotidianE vitE commeatibus, et quia se ad 
imaginem suam creare dignatus sit, et a peccatoribus segregare; Mis actis, et solo Deo Creatore suo 
adorato sanctos invocet, ut pro se intercedere ad majestatem divinam dignentur; hEc facient quibus 
basilicE locus prope est in basilica. Qui vero in itinere, aut pro qualibet occasione in sylvis aut in agris est, 
ubicunque enim hora matutina vel vespertina invenerit, sic faciat, sciens Deum ubique praesentem esse, 
dicente Psalmista, "In omni loco dominationis ejus, et si ascendero in caelum, tu ibi es," &c.0Speln. Cone. 
23ta Capit. inert. Edit. vol. i. p. 599. 

30. DR. BISSE.E "Though the publick worship be appointed to be daily offered up in our parish churches, 
and in some few is offered up according to appointment; yet in these great temples (Cathedrals) the 
morning and evening sacrifice is never intermitted: it is offered day by day continually, even as the Lamb 
under the law. These are the great mother churches in every diocese, from which the parochial churches 
being originally derived, and upon which being dependent, are to be looked upon as parts of them, and 
belonging to them, as living members of the same body; and therefore the acts and offerings which are 
offered up in these greater, are accepted for all the lesser parish churches within their dependence, 
where the daily offering is not upon just cause observed, as indeed it generally cannot; even as the daily 
sacrifice of the temple was imputed to the several synagogues, where only the law and the prophets 
were expounded, and that every Sabbath-day. These cathedral temples, these mother-churches, the 
sure resting-places for the ark of the covenant, before which the daily offering never ceaseth to be 
offered morning and evening,Ethese are our strength and salvation, and are of far greater use and 
security to our people and to our land, than all the watchfulness of our senators, or policy of our 
ambassadors, or valour of our mighty men."EDr. Bisse, Rationale on Cathedral Worship, pp. 53, 54. 

31. T. S.E ".the corruptions and cruelties of the Church of Rome, made those that justly opposed her 

in many things, to forsake others, without any other reason but the hatred of being like to her who had 
been so cruel towards them. And among these, I reckon this to be the chief, that they not only left off 
the daily offices of GOD'S publick worship, but also that ancient order for the performance thereof on 
the LORD'S day, which was most accommodate," &c.EPreface to a book intituled "Advice to the Readers 
of the Common Prayer, &c., by T. S. [possibly, Dr. Thomas Smith, the friend of Bishop Ken.] 1683." 

32. "Hereby (by the use of our Liturgy) we shall be greatly assisted in holy meditations (while our minds 
will be stored with abundance of excellent matter for the same), and in educating our children 
religiously, in keeping our families in unity and order, and performing the worship belonging to the 
same, and many other great benefits that we shall experience in a devout attendance on the daily 
service of GOD in publick appointed by this Church; by which means they will also be more confirmed in 
their love hereunto, and become examples to others, who will be more effectually drawn to their duty, 
by observing the practice of this way of piety, than by disputations about it."Elbid. sub fin. 

33. "I was lately told of an order in some Lutheran churches, whose service consists chiefly in singing the 
Psalms of David to the praise and glory of GOD, and songs of love and honour to our blessed SAVIOUR, 
composed by excellent persons among themselves: they have twice a day assemblies for this service; 
and that all may know what is to be sung, there is a table hung up at the entrance of the church, where 
it is written down what Psalms and Songs are appointed for the day; and the people (coming early to 



church) go first to this place, and take notice what they are to sing, and look it out ready before the 
service begins."EAdvice to Readers, &c. p. 30. 

31. "Whereas we have an order most profitable and comfortable to pious minds, (viz. to have publick 
prayers daily, that those who are not hindered by necessary provisions for themselves and family, or 
other works of justice and mercy, may constantly enjoy the heavenly delights of GOD0S house, in 
Christian communion and fellowship of the Spirit (which certainly are above any can be found 
elsewhere) and for a freedom whereunto a plentiful estate is more desirable than upon any other 
account whatsoever); yet notwithstanding this, many of the richest and most leisurely persons never 
take care that this order be observed in their own parish churches; and when it is, will scarce ever come 
there, but make that which should give then the greatest advantage and obligation to come, to be a 
hindrance thereunto: I mean that men make use of their riches to run themselves into such vast trades 
and troublesome projects, whereby they are so incumbered with cares and labours, that they are less at 
leisure for GOD'S service than the poor and indigent; or else (if they incline more to pleasure than profit) 
they take no care to order their carnal divertisements, that they may be no hindrance to the service of 
GOD; but make them more joyful and zealous therein (though this they ought to do), but suffer these to 
ingross all their time and exhaust all the vigor and strength of their minds, that either they never come 
to church at all (at least on weekdays), or if they do, they are more ready to sleep than pray, and are far 
from taking such delight in these spiritual exercises as they find in carnal recreations: nay, many I have 
observed that will stand altogether idle and unemployed (a thing that seems tedious to nature itself), 
and yet will not divert themselves with going to church; and in this I have observed the female sex most 
guilty, who being not so subject to be incumbered with business as men, and often wanting opportunity 
of company, sports, and pastimes, have nothing else to do; and yet living near the churches where 
prayers are daily read, seldom or never come there."EAdvice to the Readers, &c. pp. 130,133. 

35. "That the Church hath well appointed these daily offices of divine worship, it being agreeable to 
reason and the divine prescription to the Jews, and the customs of the wisest and most civilized of the 
Gentiles;Ethis, and much more that might be said of like nature, being so evident, I must believe those 
kind of men, that think; our daily attendance at prayers is being righteous over-much, are not moved 
hereunto by any thing of reason or sober consideration; but are wholly influenced by pride or 
covetousness, or other carnal affections which hinder the exercise of their rational faculties, &c. The 
second sort to whom I shall apply myself, and for whose sake I chiefly undertook this work, is such as 
have a love for these holy offices, and daily frequent them; to whom my earnest request is, that they 
will persist in the good way they have begun, attend to the best manner of performance, and male all 
the rest of their lives answer to the devotion herein. For the first of these, I doubt not but such who do 
understand the grounds and reasons upon which this way of our publick service was first ordered, and 
have taken up this practice, not upon some carnal and secular accounts (as may sometimes happen), but 
in a sense of their duty to GOD and man: I say, these will, I hope, easily and effectually comply with my 
desire, and save me the labour of arguments. The inward peace and satisfaction they will find in 
governing themselves in this matter by reason and not by fancy, and in following the universal custom 
and usage of Christians for many ages, and of most even in this, and not that of heretiques and 
schismatiques; in obeying the orders of our own Church, made with the greatest advice and by the most 
unbiassed persons of any in the world; and not herding with Quakers, Fifth-monarchy-men, Anabaptists, 
and other turbulent sects that oppose the same and seek its ruin; in finding all that was good and 
profitable, all that was decent and solemn, all that was truly primitive or any way praiseworthy in the 
service of the Church of Rome, still retained in ours, &c. I say, the satisfaction they will find in 
considering the excellency of our Form of divine service will prevent all inclination to turn into other 
ways."EAdvice to the Readers, &c. p. 138.141. 



36. "I do heartily congratulate the happy success of such ministers, who in conscience of their assent 
and consent to the orders of this Church, have taken upon them the constant daily reading of the 

Common Prayer in their parish churches.that do not make the backwardness of their people to come 

to prayers a pretence for their own neglect (when they never tried how forward they would be if they 

had opportunity and good instruction).they have found access beyond their expectation, the 

numbers of those that have attended the prayers being much greater than what others do ordinarily 
suggest to be likely," &c. 

"At St. 00 Aldermanbury, at 11 Morn, and 5 Even. Being given by a pious person for one year, with 
promise of settling it for ever, if it be attended by any considerable number in that time. 'Tis a thousand 
pities future generations should be hindered of such a benefit by the indevotion of this."0Advice to the 
Readers, &c. pp. 115. 168. 

37. BP. JEREMY TAYLOR.0"Between this (morning) and noon usually are said the publick prayers 
appointed by authority, to which all the clergy are obliged, and other devout persons that have leisure 
to accompany them."0Bp. Jeremy Taylor, Holy Living, p. 39. 

38. BP. FELL.0".If I require a constant diligence in offering the daily sacrifice of prayer for the people at 

least at those returns which the Church enjoins, the usual answer is, they are ready to do their duty, but 

the people will not be prevailed with to join with them.And so when the minister has thoroughly 

accused his flock, he thinks he has absolved himself, his church becomes a sinecure; and because others 

forbear to do their duty, there remains none for him to do. But, my brethren .if our people be 

negligent, we are the more obliged to industry; if they are indevout, we ought to be more zealous; if 
they are licentious, we ought to be more exemplary. Nor let any man say, the people will not be 
prevailed upon: how know we what will be hereafter? They who resisted one attempt may yield unto 
another; or if they yield not to a single instance, they may to many and more pressing," &c.0From 
Bishop Fell's Charge to his Clergy, 1685. 

39. ROBERT NELSON.0"Q. Is the obligation [of attending publick worship] sufficiently discharged by 
going to church on Sundays and holy days? 

A. "It is to be wisht, that all Christians were constant in attending the publick worship on Sundays and 
holy days; because 0tis likely 0twould dispose them to repeat such exercises of devotion with greater 
frequency. But considering that among the Jews there was a morning and evening sacrifice daily offered 
to GOD at the Temple; and that the precepts of the Gospel oblige us to 'pray always,' and to 'pray 
without ceasing;0 and that the ancient prophets expressly declare that there should be as frequent 
devotion in the days of CHRIST, as there had been in former times; that 'prayer shall be made unto Him 
continually, and daily shall He be praised.' Considering these things, I say, as prayer, the Christian 
sacrifice should be offered morning and evening in public assemblies; so they that have such 
opportunities, and are not lawfully hindered should endeavour so to regulate their tine, as to be able 
constantly to attend such a great advantage to the Christian life. And as those who have leisure cannot 
better employ it, so they must have but little concern for the honour and glory of GOD, that neglect such 
opportunities of declaring and publishing His praise."0Nelson0s Fasts, p. 440, 3d edit. 1705. 

40. BISHOP BURNET.0"Though there is still much ignorance among their [the Roman] mass priests; yet 
their parish priests are generally another sort of men: they are well instructed in their religion; lead 
regular lives, and perform their parochial duties with a most wonderful diligence. They do not only say 
mass, and the other publick functions daily, but they are almost perpetually employing themselves in 
the several parts of their cures: instructing the youth, hearing confessions, and visiting the sick: and 








besides all this, they are under the constant obligation of the breviary."EBishop Burnet, Pref. to his Disc, 
on Past. Care. 

41. HOMILY.E"To the house or temple of GOD, at all times by common order appointed, are all people 
that be godly indeed, bound with all diligence to resort, unless by sickness or other most urgent causes 

they be letted therefro.If we would compare our negligence in resorting to the house of the LORD 

there to serve Him, with the diligence of the Jews in coming daily very early, sometime by great journeys 
to their temple, and when the multitude could not be received within the Temple, the fervent zeal that 
they had, declared in standing long without and praying: we may justly in this comparison condemn our 
slothfulness and negligence, yea plain contempt, in coming to the LORDES house standing so near unto 
us, so seldom and scarcely at any time."13First Part of the Homily "Of the right Use of the Church." 

42. DR. CAVE.E"The Christian Churches began to rise apace, according as they met with more quiet and 
favourable times; especially under Valerian, Gallienus, Claudius, Aurelian, and some other emperors: of 
which times Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 1. 8. c. I. p. 29.) tells us, that the bishops met with the highest respect 
and kindness both from people and governors. And adds: But who shall be able to reckon up the 
innumerable multitudes that daily flocked to the faith of CHRIST, the number of congregations in every 
city?" &c.EDr. CaveEs Primit. Christianity, part i. 6. 

43. "As that day [the Jewish Sabbath] was kept as a commemoration of GODES Sabbath, or resting from 
the work of creation, so was this set apart for religious uses, as the solemn memorial of CHRISTES 
resting from the work of our redemption in this world, completed upon the day of His resurrection. 
Which brings into my mind that custom of theirs, so universally common in those days, that whereas at 
other times they kneeled at prayers, on the LORDES day they always prayed standing, as is expressly 
affirmed both by Justin Martyr (Ap. 2. p. 95.) and Tertullian (De Coron. c. 3. p. 102.): the reason of which 
we find in the author of the Questions and Answers in Justin Martyr (Resp. ad Quest. 115. p. 468). It is 
(says he), that by this means we may be put in mind both of our fall by sin, and our resurrection or 
restitution by the grace of CHRIST: that for six days we pray upon our knees, is in token of our fall by sin; 
but that on the LORD'S day we do not bow the knee, does symbolically represent our 
resurrection."ECaveEs Primitive Christianity; part i. c. 7. p. 163. 

44. "Their family duties were usually performed in this order: at their first rising in the morning they 
were wont to meet together, and to betake themselves to prayer (as is plainly implied in Chrysostom s 
Exhortation) to praise GOD for the protection and refreshment of the night, and to beg His grace and 
blessing for the following day: this was done by the master of the house, unless some minister of 
religion were present. ETis probable that at this time they recited the Creed or some confession of their 
faith, by which they professed themselves Christians, and as it were armed themselves against the 
assaults of dangers and temptations; however I question not but that now they read some parts of 
Scripture, which they were most ready to do at all times, and therefore certainly would not omit it now. 
That they had their set hours for prayer, the third, sixth, and ninth hour, is plain both from Cyprian, 
Clem. Alex, and others: this they borrowed from the Jews....When night approached, before their going 
to rest, the family was again called to prayer, after which they went to bed: about midnight they were 
generally wont to rise to pray and to sing hymns to GOD."ECaveEs Primitive Christianity, part i. c. 9. pp. 
262. 266. 

45. "Eusebius (Eccl. Hist. lib. ii. c. 23. p. 63, ex Hegesippo) reports of St. James the Just, that he was wont 
every day to go alone into the church, and there kneeling upon the pavement so long to pour out his 
prayers to GOD, till his knees became as hard as camelEs."ECave's Primitive Christianity, ubi sup. 




46. "At first (while the spirit of Christianity was yet warm and vigorous, and the hearts of men 
passionately inflamed with the love of CHRIST) it is more than probable they communicated every day, 
or as oft as they came together for publick worship, insomuch that the canons apostolical (Can. 9 ) and 
the synod of Antioch (Can. 2.) threaten every one of the faithful with excommunication, who come to 

church to hear the Holy Scriptures, but stay not to participate of the LORDES Supper.This custom of 

receiving the Sacrament every day continued some considerable time in the Church, though in some 
places longer than in others, especially in the Western Churches. From Cyprian, we are fully assured it 
was so in his time: EWe receive the Eucharist every day (says he), as the food that nourishes us to 
salvation.EEThe like St. Ambrose seems to intimate of Milan, whereof he was bishop; nay, and after him 
St. Hierome tells us it was the custom of the Church of Rome; and St. Augustine seems pretty clearly to 
intimate that it was not unusual in his time'. In the Churches of the East this custom wore off sooner, 
though more or less according as the primitive zeal did abate and decay; St. Basils telling us, that in his 
time they communicated four times a week, on the LORDES day, Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday, yea 
and upon other days too, if the memory or festival of any martyr fell upon them."ECaveEs Primitive 
Christianity, part i. c. 2. p. 339. 

47. GEORGE HERBERT.E"His obedience and conformity to the Church and the discipline thereof, was 
singularly remarkable. Though he abounded in private devotions, yet went he every morning and 
evening with his family to the church, and by his example, exhortations, and encouragements, drew the 
greater part of his parishioners to accompany him daily in the publick celebration of divine 
service."EPreface to "The Temple." 

"Mr. HerbertEs own practice was to appear constantly with his wife and three nieces (the daughters of a 
deceased sister) and his whole family twice every day at the church prayers, in the chappel which does 
almost joyn to his parsonage-house. And for the time of his appearing, it was strictly at the canonical 
hours of 10 and 4, and then and there he lifted up pure and charitable hands to GOD in the midst of the 
congregation. And he would joy to have spent that time in that place, where the honour of his Master 
JESUS dwelleth; and there, by that inward devotion which he testified constantly by an humble 
behaviour and visible adoration, he, like Josua, brought not only Ehis own houshold thus to serve the 
LORD,E but brought most of his parishioners, and many gentlemen in the neighbourhood, constantly to 
make a part of his congregation twice a day; and some of the meaner sort of his parish did so love and 
reverence Mr. Herbert, that they would let their plow rest when Mr. HerbertEs saintEs-bell rung to 
prayers, that they might also offer their devotions to GOD with him, and would then return back to their 
plow. And his most holy life was such, that it beat such reverence to GOD, and to him, that they thought 
themselves the happier, when they carried Mr. HerbertEs blessing back with them to their labour. Thus 
powerful was his reason, and his example, to perswade others to a practical piety and devotion. And his 
constant publick prayers did never make him to neglect his own private devotions, nor those prayers 
that he thought himself bound to perform with his family Thus he continued, till a consumption so 
weakened him, as to confine him to his house, or to the chappel, which does almost joyn to it; in which 
he continued to read prayers constantly twice every day, though he were very weak: in one of which 
times of his reading, his wife observed him to read in pain, and told him so, and that it wasted his spirits 
and weakened him; and he confessed it did, but said, 'his life could not be better spent than in the 
service of his Master JESUS, who had done and suffered so much for him. But (said he) I will not be 
wilful; for though my spirit be willing yet I find my flesh is weak; and therefore Mr. Bostock shall be 
appointed to read prayers for me to-morrow, and I will now be only a hearer of them, till this mortal 
shall put on immortality.E And Mr. Bostock did the next day undertake and continue this happy 
employment, till Mr. HerbertEs death."Elsaac WaltonEs Life of Herbert, pp. 807. 313. 

48. NICOLAS FARRER.E"Mr. Farrer having seen the manners and vanities of the world, and found them 




to be, as Mr. Herbert says, Ea nothing between two dishes,® did so contemn it, that he resolved to 
spend the remainder of his life in mortifications, and in devotion, and in charity, and to be alwaies 

prepared for death.He being accompanied with most of his family, did himself use to read the 

common prayers (for he was a deacon) every day, at the appointed hours often and four, in the parish 
church which was very near his house, and which he had both repaired and adorned: and he did also 
constantly read the Mattins every morning at the hour of six, either in the church, or in an oratory, 
which was within his own house: and many of the family did there continue with him after the prayers 
were ended, and there they spent some hours in singing hymns or anthems, sometimes in the church, 
and often to an organ in the oratory: and there they sometimes betook themselves to meditate, or to 
pray privately, or to read a part of the New Testament to themselves, or to continue their praying or 
reading the Psalms: and in case the Psalms were not alwaies read in the day, then Mr. Farrer, and others 
of the congregation, did at night, at the ring of a watch-bell, repair to the church or oratory, and there 
betake themselves to prayers, and lauding GOD, and reading the Psalms that had not been read in the 
day; and when these, or any part of the congregation grew weary or faint, the watch-bell was rung, 
sometimes before, and sometimes after midnight, and then another part of the family rose, and 
maintained the watch, sometimes by praying, or singing lauds to GOD, or reading the Psalms; and when 
after some hours they also grew weary or faint, then they rung the watch-bell, and were also relieved by 
some of the former, or by a new part of the society, which continued their devotions until morning. And 
it is to be noted that in this continued serving of GOD, the Psalter, or whole book of Psalms, was in every 
four-and-twenty hours sung or read over, from the first to the last verse; and this was done as 
constantly as the sun runs his circle every day about the world, and then begins again the same instant 
that it ended. Thus did Mr. Farrer and his happy family serve GOD day and night: thus did they alwaies 
behave themselves, as in His presence. And they did alwaies eat and drink by the strictest rules of 
temperance,0 eat and drink so, as to be ready to rise at midnight, or at the call of a watch-bell, and 

perform their devotions to GOD.and this course of piety and liberality to his poor neighbours, Mr. 

Farrer maintained till his death, which was in the year 1639."®Walton®s Life of G. Herbert, p. 316. ed. 
1675. 

49. DR. BEST.EfThe highest orders of men and women in our Church, instead of being exempted from 
the exercise of daily public prayer by their exalted station, are more loudly called upon than others to be 

constant in their observance of this duty.It would not be difficult to point out to you the example of a 

personage [King George III.] who has a greater weight of duties, a greater burthen of cares, a greater 
variety of earthly concerns upon his mind, than any other individual amongst us, who nevertheless 
suffers neither business nor any other avocation to prevent his first addresses to the MAJESTY of 
Heaven, for pardon and peace, grace and direction, for the welfare of his people, and for his own and 
others® present and future happiness. After this, let no excuses be made for the neglect of our daily 
service."SDedication of "BestSs Essay," to the Society for promoting Christian Knowledge. 

50. "As the want of a congregation is the only justifiable, so is it the only true reason why we do not 
meet with a daily celebration of it in our parochial churches; in some of which it would be extremely 
difficult, if not impracticable, especially in country villages, to comply with her order for it; and therefore 
to them we conclude it was not intended to be given."SDr. BestSs Essay on the Daily Service of the 
Church, 12. 

51. "In St. Matt, xviii. 20, CHRIST hath especially declared, that Swhere two or three are gathered 
together in His Name, there is He in the midst of them.® Comfortable words, indeed, to the daily 
frequenters of the daily service,Swords that carry with them a strong motive to their perseverance in 
this pious practice,Swords that supply the ministers of the Gospel (whose duty it is to attend continually 
on this very thing) with a powerful reason against being quite disheartened from all further celebration 






of the daily service, by the non-attendance of so many of their people upon it,Ewords that are, both to 
pastor and flock, a great argument for the continuance of the daily service, though so small is the 
number of frequenters in it."EDr. Best's Essay, 32. 

[But the whole of this Essay deserves to be carefully read. It was re-published by the Society for 
Promoting Christian Knowledge, in the year 1794.] 

52. BP. JEREMY TAYLOR.E"Every minister is obliged publicly or privately to read the Common Prayers 
every day in the week, at morning and evening; and in great towns and populous places conveniently 
inhabited, it must be read in churches, that the daily sacrifice of prayer and thanksgiving may never 
cease."EAdvice to the Clergy of Down and Connor, R. Ixxvii. 

53. WILLIAM III.E"That the bishops do use their utmost endeavour to oblige the clergy to have public 
prayers in the Church, not only on holy-days and litany-days, but as often as may be, and to celebrate 
the holy sacrament frequently."Elnjunctions to the Archbishops, R. 11. 

54. DR. HAMMOND.E"ln the discharge of his ministerial function, he satisfied not himself in diligent and 
constant preaching only, (a performance wherein some of late have fancied all religion to consist), but 
much more conceived himself obliged to the offering up the solemn daily sacrifice of prayer for his 
people, administering the Sacraments, &c. The offices of prayer he had in his church [Penshurst] not 
only upon the Sundays and festivals, and their eves, as also Wednesdays and Fridays, according to the 
appointment of the Rubric; (which strict duty and ministration, when it is examined on the bottom, will 
prove the greatest objection against the Liturgy; as that which, besides its own trouble and austerity, 
leaves no leisure for factious and licentious meetings at fairs and markets), but every day in the week, 
and twice on Saturdays and holiday-eves; for his assistance wherein he kept a curate, and allowed him a 
comfortable salary. And at those devotions he took order that his family should give diligent exemplary 
attendance."EBp. FellEs Life of Dr. Hammond, p. 162, et seq. 

55. "When we reckon up and audit the expences of the DoctorEs (Hammond) time, we cannot pass his 
constant tribute of it paid by him to Heaven in the offices of prayer, which took up so liberal proportions 
of each day unto itself, for the ten last years of his life, and probably the preceding. Besides occasional 
and supernumerary addresses, his certain perpetual returns exceeded DavidEs seven times a day. As 
soon as he was ready, (which was usually early) he prayed in his chamber with his servant, in a peculiar 
form composed for that purpose; after this he retired to his own more secret devotions in his closet. 
Betwixt ten and eleven in the morning he had a solemn intercession in reference to the national 
calamities; to this, after a little distance, succeeded the morning office of the Church, which he 
particularly desired to perform in his own person, and would by no means accept the ease of having it 
read by any other. In the afternoon he had another hour of private prayer, which on Sundays he 
enlarged.... About five oEclock, the solemn private prayer for the nation, and the evening service of the 
Church returned. At bed-time his private prayers closed the day; and after all even the night was not 
without its office, the 31st Psalm being his desined midnight entertainment."EFellEs Life of Hammond, 
p. 230. See also, p. 263. 

56. MR. WHEATLY.E"People of all ages and nations have been guided by the very dictates of nature not 
only to appoint some certain seasons to celebrate their more solemn parts of religion, but also to set 
apart daily some portion of time for the performance of divine worship. To his peculiar people, the Jews, 
GOD Himself appointed their set times of public devotion; commanding them "to offer up two lambs 
daily, one in the morning and the other at even," which we find from other places of Scripture (Acts ii. 
15. iii. 1.) were at their third and ninth hours, which answer to our nine and three; that so those 



burnt-offerings, being types of the great Sacrifice which CHRIST the Lamb of GOD was to offer up for the 
sins of the world, might be sacrificed at the same hours wherein His death as begun and finished.... And 
though the Levitical Law expired together with our Saviour, yet the public worship of GOD must still 
have some certain times set apart for the performance of it; and accordingly all Christian Churches have 
been used to have their public devotions performed daily every morning or evening. The Apostles and 
primitive Christians continued to observe the same hours of prayer with the Jews, as might easily be 
shown from the records of the ancient Church. But the Church of England cannot be so happy as to 
appoint any set hours when either morning or evening prayer shall be said; because, now people are 
grown so cold and indifferent in their devotions, they would be too apt to excuse their absenting from 
the public worship, from the inconveniency of the time; and therefore she hath only taken care to enjoin 
that public prayers be read every Emorning and evening daily throughout the year;E that so all her 
members may have opportunity of joining in public worship twice at least every day. But to make the 
duty as practicable and easy both to the minister and people as possible, she hath left the determination 
of the particular hours to the ministers that officiate, who, considering every one his own and his 
peopleEs circumstances, may appoint such hours for morning and evening prayer, as they shall judge to 
be most proper and convenient. R 2. But if it be in places where congregations can be had, and "the 
curate of the parish be at home, and not otherwise reasonably hindered," she expects or enjoins that 
"he say the same in the parish church," &c. But if for want of a congregation, or some other account, he 
cannot conveniently read them in the Church, he is then bound to say them in the family where he lives; 
for by the same Rubric, "all priests and deacons are to say daily the morning and evening prayer, either 
privately or openly," &c.... The occasion of our Rubric was probably a rule in the Roman Church, by 
which, even before the Reformation and the Council of Trent, the clergy were obliged to recite the 
canonical hours, (i. e. the offices in the breviary for the several hours of day and night), either publicly in 
a church or chapel, or privately by themselves. But our Reformers, not approving the priests performing 
by themselves what ought to be the united devotions of many; and yet not being wholly to discharge 
the clergy from a constant repetition of their prayers, thought fit to discontinue these solitary devotions; 
but at the same time ordered, that if a congregation at church could not be had, the public service, both 
for morning and evening, should be recited in the family where the minister resided. Though according 
to the first book of King Edward, "this is not meant that any man shall be bound to the saying of it, but 
such as from time to time, in cathedral and collegiate churches, parish churches and chapels to the same 
annexed, shall serve the congregation."® Wheatly on the Common Prayer, pp. 83, 84. Sixth Ed. 

57. "That the primitive Christians, besides their solemn service on Sundays, had public prayers every 
morning and evening, daily, has already been hinted, but a learned gentleman (Bingham, Ant. B. 13. c. 9. 
s. 1. vol. 5. p. 281.) is of the opinion that this must be restrained to times of peace; and that during the 
time of public persecution, they were forced to confine their religious meetings to the LORDES day only. 
And it is certain that Pliny and Justin Martyr, who both describe the manner of the Christian worship, do 
neither of them make mention of any assembly for public worship on any other day; so that their silence 
is a negative argument that in their time was no such assembly, unless perhaps some distinction may be 
made between the general assembly of both city and country on the LORDES day, and the particular 
assemblies of the city Christians (who had better opportunities to meet) on other days; which distinction 
we often meet with in the following ages, when Christianity was come to its maturity and perfection. 
However, it was not long after Justin MartyrEs time, before we are sure that the Church observed the 
custom of meeting solemnly on Wednesdays and Fridays, to celebrate the Communion, and to perform 
the same service as on the LORDES day itself, unless perhaps the sermon was wanting. The same also 
might be showed from as early authorities in relation to the festivals of their martyrs, and the whole 
fifty days between Easter and Whitsuntide. [Tert. de Id. et de Cor.] Nor need we look down many years 
lower, before we meet with express testimony of their meeting every day for the public worship of God. 



For S. Cyprian tells us, that in his time it was customary to receive the holy Eucharist every day; a plain 
demonstration that they had every day public assemblies, since we know the Eucharist was never 
consecrated but in such open and public assemblies of the Church, 8 2. That these daily devotions 
consisted of an evening as well as a morning service, even from S. Cyprian's time, the learned author I 
just now referred to (Bingham, ubi sup.) endeavours to prove. However, in a century or two afterwards, 
the case is plain, for the author of the EConstitutionsE not only speaks of it, but gives us the order of 
both the services.El. 8. c. 37." Id. pp. 113, 114. 

58. DEAN COMBER.EWe may call this (public prayer) the life and soul of religion, the anima mundi, that 
universal soul which quickens, unites, and moves the whole Christian world. Nor is the case of a private 
man more desperate, when he breathes no more in secret prayer, than the condition of a church is, 
where public devotions cease. St. Hierome, out of Hippolytus, puts the cessation of Liturgy as a principal 
sign of the coming of Antichrist. (Hieron. Com. in Dan.) And nothing more clearly shows a profane 
generation, the very title of wicked men in Scripture being that "they call not upon God." It is well if any 
of us can excuse ourselves; but the general neglect of daily prayers by ministers, (who are both desirous 
and bound to perform them,) doth too sadly testify they are tired out with the peopleEs constant 
absence, and altogether witnesseth an universal decay of true piety. Perhaps the dishonour that is cast 
upon GOD and religion, will not move these disregarders and neglecters, since they live so that a 
stranger could not imagine they had any God at all. But I hope they have yet so much charity for their 
own persons, that it may startle them to consider what mischiefs are hereby brought upon their own 
selves as well as others. Wherefore, let them ask the cause of all that atheism and profaneness, luxury 
and oppression, lying and deceiving, malice and bitterness, that is broke in upon us, to the torment and 
disquiet of the whole world. Let them ask why they plague others with their sins, and others requite 
them again? and it will appear that all this is come upon us because we forget GOD and heaven, death 
and judgment, which daily prayers would mind us of.... But if these evils be too thin and spiritual, let it 
be inquired whence our national and personal calamities proceed, epidemical diseases, wars, and 
pestilences? Whence comes the multiplication of heresies, the prevalency and pride of the enemies of 
the true religion? The Jews will tell you, "JacobEs voice in the synagogue keeps off EsauEs hands from 
the people." We have disrespected and slighted GOD and his worship, and He may justly put us out of 
his protection: "If he meet us not in his house, he may go away displeased," and then we lie open to all 
evil when our defence is departed from us; and they that provoke him so to doe, are enemies to 
themselves, and to the Church and state where they live, indeed the worst of neighbours 2. But 
notwithstanding all this, while sober and devout men lament this epidemical iniquity, and groan under 
the sad effects thereof, passionately wishing a speedy remedy, the offenders grow bold by their 
numbers, and hardened by this evil custome, till they now despise a reproof, and deny this negligence to 
be a sin, because they have no mind to amend it. But these are of two kinds: 1. Those that make their 
business their apology, and suppose it is unreasonable to expect them every day at common prayer, and 
judge it sufficient to say they cannot come. 2. Those who despise the Prayers of the Church, &c.... 1. We 
shall demonstrate the reasonableness of the daily attendance on public prayers, and that principally 
from the universal reason of all the world, and the concurrent practice and consent of all mankind, 
which agrees in this, that wheresoever they own a God true or false, they daily perform some worship to 
him. The very heathens, beside their private requests and vows, made particular addresses to their 
temples in all their great concerns, and yet abstained not from the daily sacrifices, nor from the frequent 
festivals of their numerous deities; in Egypt (as Porphyry relates) they praised their gods with hymns 
three or four times every day. The Turks are called to their houses of prayer five times every day, and six 
times upon the Fridays; and le that notoriously absents himself' is punished with disgrace, and hath a 
fine set upon him. And if our Saviour think it reasonable we should doe something more [perismon], 
how dare we call it unreasonable, when we are not enjoined to doe so much as they? But to go on, who 



knows not that the Jews had set hours of prayers, when all devout people (even Christ's Apostles) went 
to the temple or synagogues to offer up public supplications? And these hours are observed among 
them exactly to this very day. One instance of their strictness in this particular we learn from the 
Talmud; here it appears that because of the distance of the temple, and the impossibility of attendance 
on the daily sacrifice, those who could not come hired certain devout men who were called "viri 
stationis," the men of appearance, to present themselves daily there and put up petitions for them. And 
the Pharisees not only observed the usual hours of prayer, but doubled them, and zealously kept them 
all. Now JESUS tells us, our righteousness must exceed theirs, if ever w e hope to enter into His kingdom. 
Which precept of His, some of us could almost afford to call an intolerable burthen, for we call a smaller 
matter by a worse name. To pass, then, to the Christian Church. We have an express command, to pray 
"without ceasing," that is, without omitting the set times which every day return, and ought to be 
observed. In obedience hereunto, the Church in the ApostlesE time, met at daily prayers; and so did the 
primitive Christians for many ages after, who had their Liturgy, Eucharist, and Hymns, even in the night, 
when persecution prevented them in the day. And surely their zeal and fervour is a huge reproach to our 
sloth, who yet call ourselves of the same religion, and are so far from venturing lives and estates to 
enjoy opportunities of devotions, that we will not leave our shop nor our company, nay, our very 
idleness half an hour, for a freer and more easie worship than they could enjoy. Surely we are as unlike 
them in practice as we are like in name and profession. Twice a day as not enough for them, wherefore 
they appointed (in the days of martyrdom) three set times in every day for prayer, nine, twelve, and 
three in the afternoon, and punctually observed them. Afterwards, in more quiet times, it was 
wonderfull to behold the orderly performance of morning and evening prayer in huge assemblies of 
men and women, who failed not to their constant attendance. These are the men and times whose 
principles we are reformed by; but I wish that corrupted Church, who forced us to a separation, do not 
prove more conformable to the outward part of their practice in a due observance of public prayer, than 
we who have more knowledge, better prayers, fewer excuses, and yet less devotion. Wherefore let us 
no more complain of our own Church for expecting us at daily prayers. Let us rather challenge all nations 
and people for fools, and declare it unreasonable that we should have any GOD at all, or let Him have 
any of our time, though He give us all we have. Let us tell the world, we are self-sufficient for the 
conduct and defence of ourselves and our affairs, and then we shall discover ourselves what we are. We 
must not feign ourselves too busy; for we do lay aside our business daily, for causes less weighty, and 
advantages more inconsiderable. If vanity or lust, Sathan or his emissaries call, we can find leisure; and 
why not when GOD calls? unless we think all that time lost which is spent upon His service, or as if we 
needed not His blessing. In short, if unavoidable business did hinder us and nothing else, many men 
might come always, and all sometimes, and every day an hundred for one that now comes. Wherefore it 
is sloth and covetousness, or atheism and irreligion, keeps us away. And if so, what signifie those 
pretences of praying at home (which ought to be done too)? Verily, no more than those of the idle 
school-boy who seeks a corner, not to learn, but play in without disturbance. And truly it is to be 
doubted that constant neglecters of publick prayers use seldom and slight devotions in private, for they 
make the same objections against them. Finally, therefore, do but remember the reasonableness of this 
is to be tried at a higher tribunal, and come as often as GOD can in reason expect to meet you there, and 

I shall ask no more.But it is urged that these prayers, though good in themselves, will grow flat and 

nauseous by daily use, and consequently become an impediment to devotion. Ans. We come not to the 
house of GOD for recreation, but for a supply of our wants; and therefore this might be a better reason 
of an empty theatre than a thin congregation. We come to GOD in publick, to petition for the relief of 
our own general necessities, and those of the whole Church, viz., for pardon of sin, peace of conscience, 
and succours of divine grace, and a deliverance from sin and Sathan, death and hell; as also for food and 
raiment, health and strength, protection and success in all our concerns; and more generally for the 
peace of the kingdom, the prosperity of the Church, the propagation of the Gospel, and the success of 



its ministers. Now these things are always needful, and always the same, to be prayed for every day 
alike. Wherefore, (unless we be so vain as to fansie God is delighted with variety and change as well as 
we), what need is there to alter the phrase every day, or what efficacy can a new model give to our old 
requests. Particular wants and single cases must be supplied by the closet devotions, for the publick, 
whether by form or extempore, can never reach all those, which are so numerous and variable. 
Wherefore one form may fit all that ought to be asked in the Church; and why then should we desire a 
needless and infinite variety and alteration? If we do, it is out of curiosity, not necessity. The poor man is 
most healthfull whose labour procures him both appetite and digestion, who seldom changeth his dish, 
yet finds a relish in it, and a new strength from it every day; and so it is with the sober and industrious 
Christian, who busying himself in serving GOD, gets daily a new sense of his wants, and consequently a 
fresh stomach to these holy forms, which are never flat or dull to him that brings new affections to them 
every day. It is the epicure and luxurious, the crammed lazy wanton, or the diseased man, that need 
quelques choses, or sauces, to make his daily bread desirable. And if his be our temper, it is a sign of a 
diseased soul, and an effect of our surfeiting on holy things. In this we resemble those murmurers who 
despised the bread of heaven, because they had it daily, and loathed manna itself, calling it in scorn dry 
meat. This was sufficient to sustain their bodies, and satisfie their hunger, but they required "meat for 
their soul," that is, to feed their fancies and their lusts; even as we do, for whom the Church hath 
provided prayers sufficient to express our needs, but not to satiate our wanton fancies, nor gratifie the 
lust of our curiosity; and we complain they are insipid; so perhaps they are to such, for the manna had 
no taste to the wicked; but it suited itself to the appetite and taste of every good man, as the Jews tell 
us in their traditions. Sure I am it is true here; for if we be curious and proud, or carnal and profane, 
there is no gust in the Common Prayers; but a truly pious man can every day here exercise repentance 
and faith, love and desire, and so use them as to obtain fresh hopes of mercy, peace of conscience, 
increase of grace, and expectations of glory; and whoever finds not this, the fault is not in the prayers, 
but in the indisposition of his own heart. 1 "EDr. Comber's "Discourse on the daily frequenting of the 
Common Prayer." 

59. "I conclude this preface with a twofold request: First, to my brethren of the clergy, that they will 
read these prayers so frequently, that such as have leisure may never want opportunity thus to serve 
GOD; and so fervently, that those who do attend them, may he brought into an high esteem of them. It 
was a great end to GOD'S instituting the priest's office, and a principal motive to our pious ancestors in 
their liberal provisions for it: That there might be an order of men on purpose, to pray daily for all 
mankind, especially for such as could not daily attend Divine Service: So that if we neglect this daily 
sacrifice, we neither answer the designs of GOD nor of our benefactors. And as we are not excused by, 
so we ought not to be discouraged at the people's slowness in coming to daily prayers, for their 
presence is indeed a comfort to us, and an advantage to themselves; but their absence doth not hinder 
the success, nor should it obstruct the performance of our prayers. The promise of JESUS is made to two 
or three; and since our petitions are directed to GOD, we need not regard who is absent, so long as he is 
present, to whom we speak; for he accepts our requests, not by the number, but the sincerity of those 
that make them. Let our congregation, therefore, be great or small, it is our duty to reade these prayers 
daily; and every day to doe it with such fervency and reverence, as may declare that our affections keep 
pace with our words, while we are presenting so excellent requests to so infinite a Majesty upon so 

weighty occasions. And if the people daily come, and constantly use the Common Prayer in this 

manner, they will neither be tired with the length, nor wearied with the frequent repetition thereof; for 
it will appear to be the most noble and comfortable exercise that religion doth afford; it will increase 
their graces, multiply their blessings, and fit them for the never-ceasing service of the heavenly 
choir."0lbid. sub fin. 




60. BP. BULL.EfWhen the Bishop came to live at Brecknock, they had publick prayers in that place only 
upon Wednesdays and Fridays, but by his care, during his stay there, they have prayers now every 
morning and evening in the week. The method he took to establish this daily exercise of devotion was 
briefly this: Upon his visiting the college in that town, he made the following proposal to the 
prebendaries, that whereas they had each of them a certain yearly stipend under the name of a pension 
out of their respective prebends, towards reading of daily prayers in the college chapel, which by reason 
of its distance from the body of the town, were very little frequented, and indeed hardly by any but the 
scholars of the free-school, which is adjoining to it; whether it would not be a very useful and acceptable 
piece of service to the town, if those pensions should be applied to encourage the vicar of Brecknock to 
perform daily the morning and evening service in the town Church or Chapel, as it is usually called. This 
proposal appeared to them so reasonable, that they all readily agreed to it. By this means the vicarage is 
considerably augmented, and the college prayers are still kept up for the benefit of the scholars, to 
whom chiefly they could be of use since the ruin of the college, the master of the school having ever 
since discharged that duty; and the Bishop, for his encouragement, gave him a prebend just by the 
town, with a design that it might for ever be annexed to the school. And whereas at Caermarthen they 
had only morning prayers upon week days, when his Lordship first came to that town, he set up also 
constant evening prayers; and towards this additional labour, he allowed the curate the yearly synodals 
of the archdeaconry to which Mr. Archdeacon Tenison, who is very ready to contribute to all works of 
charity and piety, being then upon the place, added twenty shillings a year out of his revenue there; and 
the prayers are still kept up and well frequented."EFrorn the Life of Bishop Bull, by Mr. Nelson, p. 439. 

61. BISHOP STILLINGFLEET.1B"I could heartily wish that in greater places, especially in such towns where 
there are people more at liberty, the constant morning and evening prayers were duly and devoutly 
read, as it is already done with good success in London, and some other cities. By this means religion will 
gain ground, when the publick offices are daily performed; and the people will be more acquainted with 
Scripture, in hearing the lessons; and have a better esteem of the prayers, when they become their daily 
service, which they offer up to GOD as their morning and evening sacrifice; and the design of our Church 
will be best answered, which appoints the order for morning and evening prayer to be said daily 
throughout the year."0Charge to the Diocese of Worcester, 1690. Works, vol. iii. p. 630. 

62. BISHOP BEVERIDGE.EfDaily prayers are slighted and neglected among us, far more, to our shame be 
it spoken, than among any other sort of people in the world. The Papists will rise up in judgment with 
this generation, for they every day observe their canonical hours for praying, at least, for that which 
they believe to be so. The Jews will rise up in judgment with this generation, for they never omitted to 
offer their daily sacrifices, so long as they had an house of GOD wherein to offer them. The Turks shall 
rise up in judgment with this generation, for when their priests call the people to prayer, as they do 
several times every day, they immediately run to their mosques or temples, and if any offer to stay at 
home, he is shunned by all, as a wicked atheistical wretch. The heathen will rise up in judgment with this 
generation, for if they had such opportunities as we have of praying and praising their ALMIGHTY 
CREATOR every day, I doubt not but they would do it far more constantly than it is done by most of us. 
What then can we expect but that some severe judgment or other will ere long be inflicted on us, when 
people generally live as without GOD in the world, notwithstanding the clear discoveries that He hath 
made of Himself unto them, and notwithstanding the means of grace which are so constantly 
administered to them, but they will not use them ?"0Works, Vol. v. p. 234. 

63. BISHOP GIBSON.EfAs for those, to whom GOD has given greater degrees of leisure from the business 
of life, to attend to reading, prayer, and other exercises and offices of religion; they must remember that 
He will expect from them greater improvements in purity and goodness, suitable to the special 
advantages and opportunities which He has bestowed upon them. And among those may well be 



reckoned, the provisions made in these two great cities for daily prayers in the Church, which are 
attended by many serious Christians, to their great spiritual benefit, and might be attended by many 
more, without prejudice to health, or hinderance to business."EIVth Pastoral Letter. Ench. Theol. ii. 302. 

64. ARCHBISHOP SECKER.E"But besides your and their duty on the LORD'S day, it is appointed, that all 
ministers of parishes read prayers on holy-days, on Wednesdays, and Fridays; and undoubtedly your 
endeavours to procure a congregation at such times ought not to be wanting. Were I to repeat to you 
the strong expressions which my great predecessor Bishop Fell used, in requiring this part of 
ecclesiastical duty, they would surprise you. But I content myself with saying that public worship was 
from the very first ages constantly performed on the two stationary days of each week; that all 
holy-days appointed by the Church were carefully observed by the clergy, and the number of them now 
is not burthensome; that where you can get competent number to attend at these times, you will act a 
very pious and useful, as well as regular part; that your own houses will sometimes furnish a small 
congregation, and what success you may have with others, nothing but trials, repeated from time to 
time, can inform you."E2d Charge to the Clergy of the Diocese of Oxford, pp. 71, 2. 

65. BISHOP BUTLER.E'That which men have accounted religion in the several countries of the world, 
generally speaking, has had a great and conspicuous part in all public appearances, and the face of it 
been kept up with great reverence throughout all ranks, from the highest to the lowest; not only upon 
occasional solemnities, but also in the daily course of behaviour. In the heathen world their superstition 
was the chief subject of statuary, sculpture, painting, and poetry. It mixed itself with business, civil 
forms, diversions, domestic entertainments, and every part of common life. The Mahometans are 
obliged to short devotions five times between morning and evening. In Roman Catholic countries, 
people cannot pass a day without having religion recalled to their thoughts, by some or other memorial 
of it; by some ceremony or public religious form occurring in their way; besides their frequent holidays, 
the short prayers they are daily called to, and the occasional devotions enjoined by confessors. By these 
means their superstition sinks deep into the minds of the people, and their religion also into the minds 
of such among them as are serious and well disposed. Our Reformers, considering that some of these 
observances were in themselves wrong and superstitious, and others of them made subservient to the 
purposes of superstition, abolished them, reduced the form of religion to great simplicity, and enjoined 
no more particular rules, nor left any thing more of what was external in religion, than was in a manner 
necessary to preserve a sense of religion itself upon the minds of the people. But a great part of this is 
neglected by the generality amongst us; for instance, the service of the church, not only upon common 
days, but also upon saintsE days, and several other things might be mentioned. Thus they have no 
customary admonition, no public call to recollect the thoughts of God and religion from one Sunday to 
another. It was far otherwise under the Law. EThese words,E says Moses to the children of Israel, 
Ewhich I command thee,E &c. And as they were commanded this, so it is obvious how much the 
constitution of that law was adapted to effect it, and keep religion ever in view. And without somewhat 
of this nature, piety will grow languid, even among the better sort of men; and the worst will go on 
quietly in an abandoned course, with fewer interruptions from within than they would have were 
religious reflections forced oftener upon their minds, and consequently with less probability of their 
amendment. Indeed, in most ages of the Church, the care of reasonable men has been, as there has 
been for the most part occasion, to draw the people off from having too great weight upon external 
things, upon formal acts of piety. But that state of matters is quite changed now with us. These things 
are neglected to a degree which is, and cannot but be attended with a decay of all that is good. It is 
highly seasonable now to instruct the people in the importance of external religion.... The frequent 
returns, whether of public devotion, or of any thing else, to introduce religion into menEs serious 
thoughts, will have an influence upon them, in proportion as they are susceptible of religion, and not 



given over to a reprobate mind. For this reason, besides others, the service of the Church ought to be 
celebrated as often as you can have a congregation to attend it. But since the body of the people, 
especially in country places, cannot be brought to attend it oftener than one day in a week, and since 
this is in no sort enough to keep up in them a due sense of religion, it were greatly to be wished they 
could be persuaded to any thing which might in some measure supply the want of more frequent public 
devotions, or serve the like purposes."ECharge to the Clergy of Durham, 1751. 

The above extracts were collected by a friend of the writer, when a student for holy orders, about 24 or 
25 years since, and have not long since come to hand accidentally. It appeared desirable that they 
should be published, with as little alteration as possible, even in form or order, so as to establish the 
fact, that we have always had in our prayer-books, and in the writings of our ritualists, and other 
eminent divines, a witness against our neglect of this duty; and a witness so clear and decided, as to 
arrest the attention of a young person studying these books at the very time when the daily service was 
most completely disused, and in a manner forgotten. 

It will be seen, therefore, that this collection does not pretend to be a catena, nor to contain all the 
testimonies in favour of this practice, which are to be found in the divines of our branch of the Church. 

It is believed, however, that any one who will seriously consider the extracts that are here set forth, will 
find in them enough to convince him. 

First, That the objections against the practice, and the difficulties in the way of restoring it, are not so 
great as they are supposed to be. 

Secondly, That the duty itself is of such importance, one might perhaps say of so great necessity, for the 
maintenance of true religion, that it would he no more than right to make some venture, and, if need 
be, patiently to suffer discouragement and mortification for the sake of performing it. 

And, at any rate, it is quite certain that this view of the daily service is very far from being in any way 
modern or "new-fangled." 

It has been made a point of conscience to quote the passages exactly as they stand in the books whence 
they are taken, and in such a manner as to give a fair impression of the views entertained by the 
respective writers. 

In consequence, there are one or two statements contained in them, which seems to the person who 
sends this collection to call for some kind of protest on his part. 

It is submitted, that the excuse for the neglect of the service in country villages, which Dr. Best suggests 
in extract 50, would be a plea for omitting it in town churches, and even in cathedrals, where there may 
be no congregation. And it should be considered whether what he says in that passage be in any way 
reconcileable to his opinions as more solemnly and distinctly expressed in the extract that follows. And 
the first part of this observation appears applicable also to a statement of Dr. Bisse, in No. 30, that "the 
daily offering cannot be observed in lesser parish churches." 

Further, from the extracts here made from Wheatly and Nicholls, it would seem that they thought the 
Church meant to "discontinue" or discourage all "solitary" repeating of her services. And indeed the 
language used by Dr. Nicholls does not appear suitable to the seriousness and sanctity of such a subject. 

But the writer of this notice begs leave humbly to submit, that, although the services ought, if possible, 
to be read in the church, or in some family congregation, yet should any clergyman be prevented from 



saying them thus "openly," he is bound by the rubric to say them to himself "privately," unless 
prevented by some urgent cause. Such, it is apprehended, was the view of the rubric generally 
entertained in the seventeenth century. 

And the writer would venture to express his conviction, that if a churchman were, under such 
discouraging circumstances, to persevere in the private practice of this duty, he would gain thereby the 
greatest comfort and advantage; and when restored to a more full enjoyment of the means of grace, 
would find his delight and edification in the services increased beyond anything he could have possibly 
anticipated. 

He thought, moreover, it might be useful to add four fresh authorities,Eone from the most simple and 
practical, as well as the most learned (perhaps) of our ritualists, and the others as illustrating the 
practice and opinions of three very distinguished bishops. 

BISHOP SPARROW.E"Whatsoever the world think, thus to be the LordEs remembrancers, putting Him in 
mind of the peopleEs wants (Isaiah Ixii.), being, as it were, the angels of the Lord, interceding for the 
people, and carrying up the daily prayers of the Church in their behalf, is one of the most useful and 
principal parts of the priestEs office. So St. Paul tells us, who, in the First Epistle to Timothy, chap, ii., 
exhorts Bishop Timothy, that he should take care, first of all, that this holy service be offered up to God. 
El exhort, first of all, that prayers and supplications, intercessions and giving of thanks be made for all 
men; for kings,E &c. What is the meaning of this Efirst of all?E I will that this holy service be offered up 
daily. And the faithful know how we observe this rule of St. Paul, offering up daily this holy sacrifice 
morning and evening. See Chrysostom on the place." 

St. Paul, in the first chapter of this Epistle, at the eighteenth verse, had charged his "son Timothy to war 
a good warfare," to "hold faith and a good conscience," and presently adds, "I exhort therefore, that 
first of all prayers, &c. be made." As if he had said, You cannot possibly hold faith and a good conscience 
in your pastoral office, unless, first of all, you be careful to make and offer up prayers, &c. For this is the 
first thing to be done, and most highly to be regarded by you. Preaching is a very useful part of the 
priestEs office, and St. Paul exhorts Timothy to "preach the word, be instant in season, out of season," 
and the more because he was a bishop, and had to plant and water many churches, in the infancy of 
Christianity, among many seducers and temptations: but yet, first of all he exhorts, that this daily office 
of presenting prayers to the throne of grace, in behalf of the Church, be carefully looked to. 

This charge of St. Paul to Timothy, holy Church here lays upon all those that are admitted into that holy 
office of the Ministry, that they should offer up to God this holy sacrifice of prayers, praises, and 
thanksgivings, this savour of rest, dailyEmorning and evening. And would all those whom it concerns 
look well to this part of their office, I should not doubt but that GOD would be as gracious and bountiful 
to us in the performance of this service, as He promiseth to be to the Jews in the offering of the lamb, 
morning and evening, Exod. xxix. 42, 43. "He would meet us and speak with us," that is, graciously 
answer our petitions; "He would dwell with us and be our God," and we should know by comfortable 
experiments of His great and many blessings, that He is the LORD our GOD.ERationale of the Common 
PrayerEon the Rubric which orders the daily service, p. 9. 

ARCHBISHOP LAUD.E"! stayed at Lambeth till the evening, to avoid the gazing of the people. I went to 
evening prayer in my chapel. The Psalms of the day, Ps. 93 and 94, and Chap. 50 of Esai, gave me great 
comfort. God make me worthy of it, and fit to receive it."EDiary, p. 60. 

BISHOP KEN.E"But your greatest zeal must be spent for the public prayers, in the constant and devout 
use of which the public safety, both of Church and State, is highly concerned: be sure then to offer up to 



GOD every day the morning and evening prayers; offer it up in your family at least, or rather, as far as 
your circumstances may possibly permit, offer it up in the church, especially if you live in a great town, 
and say over the Litany every morning during the whole of Lent. This I might enjoin you to do on your 
canonical obedience, Ebut, for loveEs sake, I rather beseech you,® and I cannot recommend to you a 
more devout and comprehensive form of penitent and public intercession than that, or more proper for 
the season. Be not discouraged if but few come to the solemn assemblies, but go to the Ehouse of 
prayer,® where GOD is well known for a sure refuge; go, though you go alone, or but with one besides 
yourself; and there, as you are GOD'S Eremembrancer,® keep not silence, and give Him no rest, till He 
establish, till He make Jerusalem a praise in the earth.EEBp. KenEs Pastoral Letter to his Clergy, 
concerning their behaviour during Lent. 1688. 

BISHOP WILSON.EFrom Archdeacon HewetsonEs advice to him the day he was ordained Deacon, the 
Festival of St. Peter, 1686. 

"VI. To say the morning and evening prayers, either publicly or privately, every day, is, T. W. knows, the 
ChurchEs express command, in one of the rubricks before the calendar. 

"VIII. Never to miss the ChurchEs public devotions twice a day, when unavoidable business, or want of 
health, or of a church, as in travelling, doth not hinder."ECrutwellEs Life, at the beginning of Bp. 
WilsonEs Work, pp. 3 & 4, folio ed. 

How well this advice was followed appears from the following statement further on:E 

"Every summer morning at six, and every winter morning at seven, the family attended him to their 
devotions in the chapel, where he himself, or one of his students, performed the service of the day, and 
in the evening they did the same. 
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PART I. EXPRESSIONS OF REPENTANCE INTRODUCED INTO OUR LITURGY. 

1. Whether a Divine purpose be ascertainable. 

THE expression used by the Parliament of that day, respecting the first Book of king Edward, was, that it 
had been done "by the aid of the HOLY GHOST with mutual agreement." Such we may suppose was as it 
were the echo of GOD'S voice in His Church, and that in these words that assembly, then perhaps to be 
considered Catholic, prophesied, though, in so doing, they like Caiaphas of old knew not the full 
meaning of their words. But these we may adopt in their amplest signification,nothing doubting but 
that, by the superintending care of CHRIST in His Church, there has been in that, and other 
circumstances of change, a controlling Power beyond the reach of man's wisdom; provisions against 
future evils in the dark womb of time, and adaptations to the existing condition of the Church, beyond 
what entered into the thoughts of those concerned. 

The object of the present enquiry is to ascertain whether, after the lapse of time, we may not obtain 
some slight clue to the object of such dispensations; whether there are not discernible some remarkable 
indications of such a presiding Hand, not only controlling the tide of popular changes which have come 
over the Church, so as to have preserved to us that dispensation under which we now live, but also 
regulating and directing those changes to meet the wants of succeeding ages. 

Had these revolutions been produced by persons acting in the largeness of human wisdom, and by 
forethought directing their views to one great design, and that design peculiarly suitable to the wants of 
the Church, even in this case we should, have to acknowledge that superintending Hand in which are the 
hearts of men. But if this does not appear to have been the case, excepting on some particular 
occasions, yet, notwithstanding, at one time by the aid of persons supporting the Catholic Truth, at 
another by that of those opposing it, at one time by the care of reverential men, at another by the 
passions of the inconsiderate, there may be traced the predominance of one great and overruling 
purpose. And if such a Providential Power, now converting and then controlling; now amalgamating, 
then neutralizing; in short, either by maturing or by frustrating the thoughts of men, has throughout, so 
far as we can discern, made all things to work to one great end, and that an end peculiarly suitable to 
our conditionHf such be the case, then surely such an enquiry as the present may do something towards 
regulating the feelings with which we regard those events, and pointing out the line of conduct which 
our position requires. 

I am aware that such an investigation demands the greatest circumspection and reverence, for although 
we have the promise that CHRIST shall be with His Church to the end of the world, yet therein, as in His 
natural Providence, "His ways are in the deep waters, and His footsteps are not known." But if even in 



our lives as individuals, where we can still less comprehend in our view the lengthened bearing or end of 
the circumstances which encompass us, yet even in the short course of our existence on earth we may 
trace in past events manifest Providential leadings, and something of a design with respect to 
ourselvesEmuch more may we suppose that such indications of GOD0S care may be discerned in the 
protection of His Church, where we have entire centuries through which to mark the footsteps of a 
Divine Governor. And if in the former case it he considered the part of wisdom and piety, in a review of 
our life, to divert the attention from persons and events, and thus divesting ourselves of human 
passions and prejudices, to acknowledge and discern the Hand of GOD and to look upon apparent 
contingencies only as the instruments which He uses in conducting the great ends of His wisdom; in like 
manner also, with regard to the history and position of our Church, to turn our thoughts from man to 
GOD, is one of the best means of learning to judge and to feel correctly: in short, we ought to be very 
cautious how we consider events without recognising therein His Presence. 

One protest only it is necessary to make, that the argument is very distinct from that unreal eclectic 
system, which confounds truth, and degrades our sense of Providence, by looking on the different forms 
of error only as various modes of educing good under the Divine control. The cases are perfectly distinct, 
inasmuch as it is one thing, where GOD has promised to be present for our guidance, "to feel after Him, 
if haply we may find Him," in order to know what that guidance is; and another to acquiesce in, and 
reconcile ourselves to, shapes of evil, on the ground that they will ultimately redound to His glory. 

2. Such an enquiry particularly necessary at present. 

The consideration which is here entered upon appears to be especially necessary at the present crisis; 
for the more our attention is turned to the ancient Liturgies and usages, the more, I suppose, shall we 
be convinced that such could have come from no other source than that from which the Holy Scriptures 
have themselves proceeded. This thought, indeed, is familiar to most of us, from what we have retained. 
And impressed with this awful sense of the sanctity of the ancient forms of worship, a reverential mind 
will naturally shrink from the idea of their being remodelled and altered by man. And the discovery that 
this has been to a certain extent the case in our own Liturgy may have a tendency to impair that (I may 
say) filial affection and respect, which is due to her from whom we have received our Spiritual birth in 
one Sacrament, and the bread of life in the other. And, indeed, obedience to her, as standing in the 
nearest of parental relations, is a part of that charity without which even the understanding of mysteries 
and knowledge avail not. When our thoughts revert to earlier and better times, we shall, of course, be 
filled with some sad reflections at the melancholy contrast, looking upon the later Church as "the 
second temple," and in the words of holy Herbert, "deserving tears;" or in the more sacred words in the 
Prophet Haggai, "Is it not in your eyes in comparison of it as nothing?" But He who spake these words, 
and who now alloweth us to see this contrast, added to them, "Yet now be strong, for I am with you, 
saith the Lord of Hosts. According to the word that I covenanted with you, when ye came out of Egypt, 
so my Spirit remaineth among you." It is on this promised presence of CHRIST, who hath covenanted to 
abide with His Church, that these observations are founded. With regard to the general principle, of 
course, the only question can be, whether our Church has done any thing to forfeit those promises. But 
this, we may confidently trust, is not the case. Strong judicial withdrawings doubtless there may have 
been, and withholdings of light, as indicating a threatened removal of that candlestick itself, in which 
the light is placed, if we repent not. But those essentials, to which the promise has been annexed, have 
not been forfeited, while we retain those mysteries which are "necessary to salvation;" and 
Divinely-commissioned stewards to convey them. And with regard to an Apostolic form of Liturgy, the 
Church in all ages has allowed, that, as long as the substance continues the same, circumstantial 
varieties are permitted to particular Churches. This, Mr. Palmer maintains, in his "Origines Liturgicae," 
and Hooker implies the same. "No doubt," says he, "from GOD it hath proceeded, and by us it must be 



acknowledged a work of His singular care and providence, that the Church hath evermore held a 
prescript form of common prayer, although not in all things every where the same, yet for the most part 
retaining still the same analogy. So that if the Liturgies of all ancient Churches throughout the world be 
compared amongst themselves, it may be easily perceived they had all one original mould." So that in 
these things we have not forfeited the promise. And surely if the use made of the Septuagint version in 
the New Testament furnishes us with a Scriptural proof that this translation of the Scriptures was 
conducted under the control of that Spirit from which those Scriptures themselves proceeded, 
notwithstanding alterations made in the text, and the persons engaged in that work: in like manner may 
we regard even the alterations which have taken place in our Liturgy. It may be we do not approve of 
the persons, or of the motives which produced them. It may be that those changes took from us a part 
of our ancient inheritance; yet, should we not rather say, with a religious caution, that the same Hand 
which has mercifully afforded us so much beyond our deserts, has in justice withdrawn such higher 
privileges for our unworthiness? And if we show ourselves meet to receive them by a pious use of what 
remains, then it may be we shall have them more fully restored. Or may they not be withholden in 
mercy, no less than in justice, as injurious to an age that cannot receive them but to condemnation, 
according to the words of a Latin hymn,ES 

"Quam nos potenter allicis? Te, CHRISTE, quando detegis, 

Te quando celas, providus Nobis perque consulis." 

TRANSFIG. Do. Paris. Brev. 

To recur to the reference just made to the Septuagint. If, as St. Augustin maintains, the same Spirit 
which was in the Prophets when they spake, was in the translators of the Septuagint when they 
interpreted, expressing the same things differently, in the same manner that He does by different 
Prophets in Scripture, and omitting, or adding, or altering, as best suited the wisdom of His purpose; so 
also the omissions and additions and alterations in our own Liturgy, we may reverently trust, were 
ordered by the same Spirit under whose control the first rites of Catholic worship were ordained. For if 
the presence of CHRIST still continues in His Church, in what circumstances can we conceive His Divine 
control to be more exerted than in regulating these changes? For rituals and forms of prayer, however 
unimportant in human eyes, assume a very high character and value when considered as the appointed 
means of access from man to GOD; as methods of approach to Him which He has Himself provided, and 
of which we are bound to make use,0for as individuals we have no choice;0as moreover objects of 
sacred association to which the affections of good men will naturally become attached from use, and 
the more attached the better they are; as instruments, however mean in man's estimation, which serve 
as vehicles through which healing and virtue go forth from CHRIST to restore our soulEs maladies; as 
moulds of thought and expression to those suits which, in the majestic words of Hooker "the ALMIGHTY 
doth there sit to hear, and angels, intermingled as associates, attend to further." 

This consideration will afford a high value and importance to many changes in themselves apparently 
trivial; and it must be remembered that the lessons of Divine wisdom are often written in the very 
smallest characters, and that it is not from single letters or syllables, but from the combination of them, 
when carefully put together, that those lessons are to be understood. The proof will consist more in an 
accumulation of a number of little detached accidents, all tending collectively to one great purport or 
effect, than in any signal revolutions or events. It is necessary therefore to claim a patient attention to 
each, and assent is only required, if the evidence for the whole appears to bear out the case. Each point 
may be but slight in itself, yet all these in their connections one with another may be such as to form a 
perceptible and distinct chain, partially indeed interrupted by clouds from our view, yet such as may be 



seen to extend far beyond the reach of man's contrivance, so as to shew that it can be no other chain 
than that which is suspended from the throne of GOD. 

3. The three divisions of the argument. 

These indications of a superintending Providence will be considered in regard to three points into which 
the subject naturally resolves itself in its various bearings. 

The first is, that these changes through a long course of time have one prevailing character, and that so 
deeply and so gently infused, as to prove no human intention, and so extensive as to imply a design 
beyond the limited range of man's foresight. 

Secondly, that they are replete with Providential remedies and warnings against those peculiar evils 
which have since arisen, and are likely to increase in the last days, as Scripture has foretold. 

And, thirdly, that changes in the external condition of the Church, and its pervading peculiarities, 
harmonize with those that are internal, so as to indicate one controlling design and purpose. 

In all these cases it will, I think, appear that though in tracing historically these alterations, external 
circumstances were not such as we could have wished or approve, yet that notwithstanding there has 
resided in the Church a Divine life, a power of assimilating, and converting, and turning into 
nourishment, heterogeneous, and often hurtful substances. And thence it has happened that 
notwithstanding the worldly influences to which she has been subject, the KingEs Daughter, though she 
has passed through the fire, has been in misfortune, and is in captivity, yet, under all changes, is still 
"glorious within," and "her clothing of wrought gold." 

4. That we have given us the language of servants rather than sons. 

The first point which I would wish to show is, that through these alterations there runs one prevailing 
tendency, to put into our mouths the language of servants rather than that of sons. Now, though it may 
be matter of doubt whether the Reformation was in all respects what the name imports, or whether it 
were brought about in general by motives of sincere repentance, yet it must be allowed that it was a call 
to repentance on the part of GOD, a call to the Church to return to her first love and repent. And that it 
was on the part of man a profession of repentance. Previously therefore to, and independently of, any 
proof, it seems not unreasonable to suppose, that as in the case of an individual, so also with the Church 
at large, He who sees the returning penitent afar off, and hastens to meet him, should also put those 
becoming words into his mouth, by which he confesses himself to have forfeited the claim of sonship, 
and to be willing to be received in a lower state. 

5. The Collects. 

First of all, to turn our attention to the Collects, and the alterations made respecting them. They are 
indeed not many, but consist either in the entire rejection of the older, and the substitution of a new 
form, or in the adaptation of another old one, or else in a slight change of expression, in the process of 
their passing into the English form. When we compare them, as they now stand, with earlier Liturgies, 
and endeavour to ascertain the causes of the changes, we do not find, I think, that the rejections or 
alterations of the ancient prayers have taken place merely on account of "the interpolations of things 
false and superstitious" as is usually stated to be the case. But one thing I cannot but observe, that, 
whether designedly or not, these changes seem to have one drift, and bear one way, in the point 
alluded to, namely this, that entire Collects, or expressions in them, which imply the privileges of the 



faithful, or spiritual rejoicing, as of sons, are dropped; and prayers substituted in a lower tone. 

To take the first Collect in Advent. It is one newly introduced, and though it is mainly remodelled on the 
language of the Epistle and Gospel, Mr. Palmer gives a Latin prayer which he supposes it to resemble. 
The difference in the two forms consists in thisEwe find that in the ancient form there are the words 
"who rejoice according to the flesh for the coming of Thine only begotten Son." These are not in ours, 
but we have instead the sentence "in the time of this mortal life in which Thy Son JESUS CHRIST came to 
visit us in great humility." 

Proceeding to Christmas day, we find in King EdwardEs First Book, there was a double service for this 
festival, and the Collect, which was afterwards omitted, is the following: 

"GOD, which makest us glad with the yearly remembrance of the birth of Thy only Son JESUS CHRIST: 
Grant that as we joyfully receive Him for our Redeemer, so we may with sure confidence behold Him 
when He shall come to be our Judge."E 

Compare the more subdued prayer for renewal, in the Collect we have for this day, with this one which 
is now omitted, or with the Collect in the Parisian Breviary, which is thus: 

"0 GOD, who hast given the bread of angels to be the food of the faithful in the fold of the Church, grant 
us, we pray Thee, in this present world, a foretaste of the sweetness of the heavenly joys, that, in that 
which is to come, Thou mayest lead us to the fulness of everlasting rewards, through the same:E" 

The object of Divine wisdom, in these changes, may have been that, as "leaping for joy," and being 
"exceeding glad," are commands given only, in Scripture, on occasions of external persecution and 
distress, such were not suited for the times of worldly prosperity which our Church was to be tempted 
with beyond others. But I only speak now of the fact. 

In like manner take the Sunday after Ascension Day; one cannot but at once inquire, why the former 
Collect for this day has not been retained? The present Collect I can only find used as an antiphone in 
the Roman Breviary on this day. The Collect in the Parisian Breviary alludes to the gifts poured on the 
Apostles, as if still continued in the Church. That selected for our use is, that we be not left 
"comfortless," "ne nos derelinquas orphanos." 

The Collect for St. John the BaptistEs day is another instance; in the Sarum Missal and Parisian Breviary, 
it is, 

"0 GOD, who hast made this present day honourable unto us by the nativity of the blessed John, grant 
unto thy people the grace of spiritual joys, and direct the minds of all the faithful unto the way of 
eternal salvation, throughE." 

Compare this with our own, of him who was "sent to prepare the way of our SAVIOUR, by preaching of 
repentance, that we may follow his doctrine and life, truly repent, and patiently suffer." There is in the 
Roman Missal another Collect for this day, which might be quoted, with the former as bearing on the 
same point of view. 

For St. Bartholomew's day the Latin form begins thusE 

"Almighty and everlasting GOD, who hast afforded unto us the reverend and holy joy of this day in the 
festival of Thy Blessed Apostle Bartholomew;" this is altered in ours, but the latter part is the same, 
which it may be observed is purely practical. 



Add to this, that although we have indeed on Whit-Sunday retained the ancient prayer which speaks of 
"rejoicing" in the comfort of the Spirit, yet even at this season the daily Collects, which speak of the 
adoption and spiritual Joy, find no place in ours. Take for instance the following, which is found on 
Monday in Whitsun-Week in the Missals, (on Friday in the Parisian Breviary). 

"0 GOD, who hast given unto Thine apostles Thy holy Spirit, grant unto Thy people the effectual 
obtaining of their petition, that upon those to whom Thou hast given faith, Thou mayest bestow peace 
also; throughE" 

The nearest petition which we have to this is perhaps the Collect, "that what we ask faithfully we may 
obtain effectually;" where it is to be observed that the prayer in ours is hypothetical. Several other 
Collects at this season in the ancient liturgies are of the same, or even higher tone than the one above 
translated. 

This tendency, in our own Prayer Book, to bring out, as it were by accident, the more humble and 
practical character in these changes, may be observed in the Collect, which we have for the first Sunday 
after Easter. Until the Review in 1662, the Collect, which occupied this place, was that which is the 
"Prefacet" at the Communion for Easter Day, the commencement of which, it may be remembered, is 
thisffl 

"But chiefly are we bound to praise Thee for the glorious Resurrection of Thy Son JESUS CHRIST,"Eland 
the end "who by His death hath destroyed death, and by His rising to life again hath restored to us 
everlasting life."El 

A form consisting entirely of thanksgiving. Instead of this, we have on this Sunday the modern Collect 
before used on Easter Tuesday, as we find it in the Scotch Prayer Book, containing the supplication, 
"That we may so put away the leaven of malice and wickedness, that we may serve Thee in pureness of 
living and truth." 

The Collect for Ash Wednesday, again, although Mr. Palmer traces the beginning of it to a Latin one in 
the Sarum Missal, has for its own those earnest words of penitence, "create and make in us new and 
contrite hearts that we, worthily lamenting our sins, and acknowledging our wretchedness, may obtain 
of Thee, the GOD of all mercy, perfect remission and forgiveness." 

6. Verbal alterations. 

Sometimes, indeed, this change in the tone and spirit of our Church is indicated in the mere alteration of 
a word, as in the dropping of the expression "fidelium;" such, for instance, is the following, in the Collect 
for the 4th Sunday after Easter: the Latin was "qui fidelium mentes unius efficis voluntatis." This was at 
first literally rendered in our own, as we find it in the Scotch Prayer Book, as follows: "who makest the 
minds of Thy faithful people to be of one will." In the Review of the Liturgy in the year 1662, this was 
altered to "who alone canst order the unruly wills and affections of sinful men." Here a prayer for love 
among faithful sons becomes imperceptibly one for ordering the unruly affections of sinful mankind. 

If there is any force in this omission of the word "fidelium," there is the same in the frequent incidental 
adoption of that of "servant." In the Collect for the 3d Sunday in Lent the term "humilium;" that of 
"supplicantium," in that for the 10th after Trinity; in that of the bth after Easter "supplicibus tuis;" and 
also in the daily Collect for grace that of "supplices tuos," are all rendered "humble servants," though 
the Latin is in other respects for the most part closely translated. In the 13th after Trinity the expression 
was "ut ad promissiones tuas sine offensione curramus." It was literally preserved in the expression, 



"that we running to Thy promises may be made partakers of Thy heavenly treasure;" and in the Scotch, 
"that we may so run to Thy heavenly promises that we fail not finally to attain the same." In 1662 the 
words were introduced "that we may so faithfully serve Thee." And, again, in the Litany, "0 GOD, 
merciful Father," the words "we Thy servants," are entirely introduced into the translation in the Collect. 

The same tendency may be traced through other changes, at first sight even apparently more trifling, as 
where in the Collect for Ascension Day the words are inserted "that we may thither ascend," in the 
original it is only that we may dwell in mind in heavenly places, "mente in coelestibus habitemus." It will 
be seen, that the prayer is, as it were, from a lower station; the ancient form, that we may continue to 
dwell in those heavenly places to which we have already arrived by baptismal privilege; the later, that 
we may arise as from an inferior state. In like manner it is curious to observe, that in the Collect for the 
20th Sunday after Trinity, the words "liberis mentibus," in both of EdwardEs books "with free hearts," 
becomes in the last Review, "cheerfully," where the idea of freedom is lost. 

With regard to the word "servant," it may be said that this term is more congenial to our language, or to 
the sober temper of our nation; but even were it so, (and perhaps similar reasons might be found for 
explaining the whole effect which is here traced,) yet such remarks only refer to secondary causes, and 
do not touch the main argument, that there is a Providential purpose to place us in this position. Nor, 
indeed, can they be attributed to any puritanical influences studiously assuming the tone of humility; 
but the contrary. Indeed, it is curious to observe, from 

Hooker, that "abjection of mind," and this very term "servility" is one of the charges which the Puritans 
brought against the Prayer Book. Alluding to two Collects, the one for the 12th Sunday after Trinity, and 
the other a prayer after the Offertory, similar to it, the words of Cartwright areE"This request carrieth 
with it still the note of the Popish servile fear, and savoureth not of that confidence and reverent 
familiarity that the children of GOD have through CHRIST with their Heavenly FATHER." And yet from the 
instances already adduced in this treatise, it would seem that this "note of servile fear" is one peculiarly 
our own, as differing from the forms of prayer which we have in common with the Church of Rome. 

7. Commencement of our Liturgy. 

This subject of the Collects must be again resumed to set forth another view which will, also, I think, do 
much by the way to confirm and establish the present one. Perhaps enough has been said to afford us a 
clue to the spirit of these changes, a spirit not appearing so much on the surface as to imply purpose in 
the agents, yet on enquiry so manifesting itself as clearly to indicate a secret tendency one way. With 
the clue thus furnished let us take up the Prayer Book. 

We find on opening it that it commences in a manner perfectly different from any of the liturgical books 
immediately preceding it, those of Sarum, York, and Hereford, to which we may also add the First Book 
of Edward the Sixth. All these commence, I believe, with the LORDES Prayer, and from thence proceed 
to the Creed. Instead of this we have the Sentences, the Exhortation, the Confession, and the 
Absolution, preceding that Prayer. And all and each of these points, in the place which they hold, are so 
little analogous to other Liturgies, that they may be considered peculiarly characteristic of our own. 

Now, the LORD'S Prayer is well known to have been always considered as especially the "Prayer of the 
faithful," the peculiar inheritance of sons. So much so, that in Primitive Liturgies it is supposed not to 
have been used openly, as their assemblies were resorted to by the Catechumens and others 
unbaptized, who, not having received the adoption, could not of course approach GOD as a Father. It is 
thought that their Prayers usually began with a Psalm. This objection to the public use of the LORD'S 
prayer was of course done away with, when the world became Christian. And it afterwards occupied the 



first place in the Breviaries. The position therefore that it holds with us speaks an emphatic language, as 
connected with the portions of the service which precede it, which are calculated to serve, as it were, 
for spiritual ablutions, preparatory to our being allowed to approach GOD with that filial prayer. 

Each of the preceding parts of our worship is of this character. First of all, the Sentences. Fault is found 
with them for this very peculiarity; it is said that they go back to the Law, rather than abound in the 
privileges of the Gospel. They are calls to Repentance, or deep professions of Repentance throughout; 
three of them are from the most penitential of the Psalms (the 51st). And in fact they not only adopt the 
language of the Law and of the Baptist, the Preacher of Repentance, but the very words of the returning 
prodigal: "I will arise, and go to my Father, and will say unto Him, Father, I have sinned against Heaven 
and before Thee, and am no more worthy to be called Thy Son," and proceed in the same profession of 
humiliation, "Enter not into judgment with Thy servant, 0 LORD." 

This character (which also pervades the sentences in the Scotch Prayer Book, though they are 
themselves different) will appear more strongly by looking at the American Prayer Book. Though the 
members of that Church have adopted our prefatory sentences, yet they have prefixed three additional 
ones of their own, which seem quite to lose sight of this bearing on the Confession, and are of another 
tone; the first of these is, "The LORD is in His holy temple: let all the earth keep silence before Him." The 
next from Mai. i. 11, "From the rising of the sun even unto the going down of the same, My name shall 
be great among the Gentiles; and in every place incense shall be offered unto My name and a pure 
offering: for My name shall be great among the Heathen, saith the LORD of Hosts;" and the third "Let 
the words of my mouth, and the meditation of my heart, be alway acceptable in Thy sight, 0 LORD, my 
strength and my Redeemer." 

Now these texts of Scripture in our Prayer Book are followed by the Exhortation, which, it is needless to 
observe, is of the same character, viz. that of a call to repentance. Indeed, how much exhortation and 
such appeals indicate a low and decayed state, as the natural remedies for it, will appear from the great 
tendency to Sermons since the Reformation. At the same time it should be observed, in the words of 
one whose sentiments are ever to be remembered with affectionate esteem, that such passionate 
appeals to the feelings, as these often are, would not be so objectionable in themselves, if they were 
given outside the Church, and not allowed to occupy the place of Religious Worship. 

We then come to the Confession. It is needless to show how deeply it is pervaded with this penitential 
tone. It appears new in itself, and also new in this place in the service, in which it is not supported by 
much authority in antiquity, excepting perhaps a passage referred to by Bishop Sparrow, and other 
ritualists, from St. Basil, professing it to be their custom to begin with Confession. May we not trust that 
these strong words of preparatory humiliation are put into our mouths by Him who spake the same 
language in His Church of old, under circumstances not dissimilar to our own. For it may be observed, 
that in the time of the captivity, and in the return from it, the prayers of Daniel, of Ezra, and of 
Nehemiah, in behalf of their people, begin with a Confession, the very words of which might be put into 
our mouths at the Reformation. And these Prayers of humiliation may be contrasted with that of 
Solomon, which commences with blessing and thanksgiving. 

But there is still something wanting before we are allowed to approach GOD with the ChristianEs Prayer, 
and to use the language of the spirit of adoption; and this is the Absolution. A more merciful provision, 
than that it should have been preserved and occupied this place, can scarce be conceived. 

Such a commencement therefore may prove the characteristic of our Church, as expressive of the 
position in which GOD has placed us. It might be said that these introductory parts were insertions in 



the 2nd Book of Edward, by the intervention of foreigners, who, having shorn and left us bare of so 
much that is holy and valuable, have necessarily put us into a degraded condition. But it must be 
remembered, that our object is to divest ourselves of the consideration of secondary agents; to drop all 
consideration of individuals, as such, is the peculiar privilege and duty of all true members of the 
Catholic Church. Such deprivations were doubtless judicial; but it may be shown hereafter, how 
overruling mercies blend with those judgments, frustrating the designs of men; and our purpose is to 
trace indications of our peculiar dispensation beyond the influences or intention of any set of persons. 

8. The general tone and spirit of our Prayer Book. 

The next point which may be observed, as showing the difference which pervades our own Prayer Book, 
is a certain spirit, which characterizes the whole tenor of it. We cannot look into Breviaries and Missals 
without observing their high choral tone in distinction from our own. To advert to particulars; we have 
the ancient Kyrie Eleison, but have not the Hallelujahs; which indeed, in the solemn accents of the 
ancient Hebrew form t are so frequent in other Churches, that they remind one of the high evangelical 
promises alluded to in the Apocrypha, "The streets of Jerusalem shall be paved with beryl,Hand all her 
streets shall say Allelujah." The Introitus, or Psalm introducing the Communion, we have lost. The 
Hosannah, at the end of the Trisagion, the Gloria Deo at the Gospel, (excepting as observed by 
traditionary use) are omitted. In king Edward's first book were the words in the Communion, "Let us 
keep a joyful and holy Feast with the Lord;" these find no place in ours. But we have a penitential 
responsory on having broken each of the Commandments, and a peculiar prayer of humiliation as 
unworthy "to gather up the crumbs under the table." We have indeed the Gloria in excelsis, but 
removed to the Post-Communion, and usually said kneeling. Add to this, that we are even to this day 
without Canonical Hymns, notwithstanding all efforts to obtain them; but instead of Psalms and Spiritual 
Songs, even our Thanksgiving assumes the shape, and soon falls into the language of Prayer: like them of 
old in a condition in some degree analogous to our own, "we sit down and weep, when we remember 
thee, 0 Sion; as for our harps, we hang them up upon the trees that are therein." Of the few hymns 
which we have at the end of the version of the Psalms, one is :the humble suit of a sinner," and two are 
"the lamentations of a sinner." With such a beautiful and touching adaptation to our position does the 
silence and the language of our Liturgy seem to conspire, all brought about by the influence of that 
unseen Hand, that changes night into day and summer into winter, by an imperceptible process that 
none can mark. The roll put into our hand has lamentation written on it. "Praise," says the Son of Sirach, 
"is not seemly in the mouth of a sinner, for it was not sent him of the LORD." 

Again, from the Prayer "for the Church militant," we have excluded the more solemn commendation to 
GOD, and Prayer for the Dead; this is a moving thought, for may we not venture to consider it in this 
light, that we are by this exclusion, as it were, in some degree disunited from the purer communion of 
those departed Saints who are now with CHRIST, as if scarce worthy to profess ourselves one with 
them? For the dead who are the objects of prayer are such as are considered in a state of comparative if 
not complete blessedness; to pray for such in any condition, and for their perfection, is the privilege of 
saints rather than the office of servants. And in the Prayer of Oblation, the beautiful mention of Angelic 
ministries, as bearing our supplications into the presence of the Divine Majesty, is lost: as if thereby (to 
follow the former train of reflection) we were not to be considered meet to be of that sacred society, 
who are "come to the Mount Sion," to "the innumerable company of angels," any more than to that of 
"the spirits of just men made perfect." But instead of theseEthe higher and more inspiring 
commemoration of the spirits of the blessed, and the mention of good angels,Ewe have introduced into 
our offices an awful service of "Commination" to the living; and in it an appeal, combining the most 
fearful denunciations to be found in Scripture, forming an office peculiar to ourselves. 



Moreover, other churches have had their Litanies in times of public calamity, when "GODES wrath lies 
hard upon them;" but to us our own is given as our weekly, nay our almost daily food. And not only so, 
but it has come to be that of our Sundays also, for it is remarkable, that it was first appointed only for 
the Wednesday and Friday. How much this contributes to the tendencies alluded to is very evident, in 
that it infuses so strongly penitential a tone into the Sunday itself. But no intention of this kind is 
attributed to those who introduced it, but only that of a more solemn service . And the Litany itself, if it 
differs from former supplications of the kind, it is in this, that it appears to be a combination of every 
most moving petition, and a deprecation of every evil of body and mind to which guilty sinners are 
subject, and penitent sinners are brought to the sense of. This peculiar ethos of our own Church will be 
seen by a reference to the American. For the most part adhering to our own Prayer Book (excepting in 
the Communion Service, which is more primitive,) it will sometimes, by the mere influence of its own 
inherent difference of spirit, or led by the tendencies of later times, as it were inconsiderately, start 
aside from its parentEs hand. We find, by a slight direction inserted before the Kyrie Eleison, that the 
most moving part of the Litany from thence to the prayer, "We humbly beseech Thee," may be omitted 
at the discretion of the minister. 

Another trifling circumstance may be noticed. Every body must have observed, how much the short 
prayer to be used after the occasional prayers, which speaks of our "being tied and bound by the chain 
of our sins," is of this penitential character. But observe, how it has crept, as it were, imperceptibly into 
its present position. It was first only to be used after the prayer in public sickness, on an occasion, that 
is, of public humiliation, but now it almost occupies a place in the general service, as coming after the 
Ember Prayers and others. 

9. The Sunday Lessons. 

The next point which comes before us is that of the Sunday Lessons, and on this subject it will be 
sufficient to adduce the testimony of the "Tract for the Times" (No. 18.) In this the writer considers that 
there is a general principle, if not intended yet at all events evidenced by the selection, as running 
through it, and a key to which may be found in the 95th Psalm. It is curious to find that the American 
Prayer Book actually omits the latter part of this Psalm, which the writer considers as so expressive in 
implying this lesson. This general principle alluded to he shows to be one of admonition, by setting 
before us the conduct of GODES people of old, and GODES dealings with them: "that amidst the daily 
experience we have of Christians behaving so very differently from what one should expect a priori in 
GODES elect, unworthy Christians might discern themselves, by anticipation, in the faithless demeanour 
of the Jews." Now, what is this but to remind us that we, like the Jews, have fallen back from our 
privileges, and that if we do not take heed we shall forfeit the final inheritance also. For it may be 
observed, that it is the analogy of the Jewish nation which arrests our attention to the fact, and explains 
to us the later appearances of Christianity as states of degradation. 

And may not the compression of the seven canonical Hours into our two daily services be considered 
also of this character? The Psalmist, indeed, though a Jew, in the state of a servant, yet speaking in the 
Spirit, anticipates the privileges and language of a son, when he says, "Seven times a day do I praise 
Thee;" but we, as if having lost the glad spirit of adoption, which such frequent worship would imply, 
have come to nothing more than the morning and evening sacrifice of the Jew. Or, if the Litany be 
considered as a distinct service, to the three times a day of the JewsE public prayers observed by Daniel 
and David. By the which change, that which had more the character of a spontaneous and free offering, 
as of the son who was "always with" his Father, becomes more like the forced returns of a servant, and 
an appointed task. 



10. Changes in the Rubric. 


To pass from the matter of our Services themselves, there is a circumstance in the Rubric which will 
serve as a Comment on these changes in the Prayers. 

In the time of Edward the Sixth, and sanctioned by his First Book, it seems to have been the custom for 
the Prayers to be said by the priest in the chancel, turning to the East. Although this was discontinued in 
the Second Book (where the Rubric spoke of the place where the people could best hear), during the 
year and a half of its duration, it seems to have been partially restored by that of Elizabeth, which 
prescribes "the accustomed place of the church, chapel, or chancel," which accustomed place cannot, 
one would think, allude to that of King EdwardEs Second Book, as a year and a half before the 
intervening reign of Mary could not of course then be the accustomed place But to this it n as added, 
"except it be otherwise appointed by the Ordinary." Whatever the Rubric may have originally intended, 
the Morning and Evening Prayer seems gradually to have passed from the chancel to the outer church in 
Bishop SparrowEs "Rationale," and a note there quoted of Bishop Andrews, the middle of the church is 
spoken of as the place for the Litany. Whatever may have occasioned it, the fact itself may serve as a 
practical illustration of what has been said on the substance of the prayers. That we seem thereby 
gently thrust as it were aside, and put off from a nearer approach to the Altar, bid to stand off awhile, 
and take the lower place, the position of suppliants, at the entrance of the chancel, and to "weep 
between the porch and the altar." 

It may be noticed that this proceeding typifies, as it were, by external act, another circumstance of our 
spiritual condition. The mystical interpretations of Holy Scripture are spoken of by the Fathers as the 
peculiar privilege of sons, as the inner temple of sacred writ, the holier place. In the Breviaries, such 
spiritual and deep meanings are much brought before us by the verses which are made to answer each 
other in the responses, and in the lessons from the Fathers. But by our own church they seem scarcely 
at all openly taught or recognised; perhaps the most remarkable instance of it may be found in the 
penitential confessions attached to the reading of each of the commandments as broken, which, of 
course, must apply to the interior sense as explained by the Catechism: and indeed in the Rubric in the 
Scotch Prayer Book, it is said distinctly "according to the mystical interpretation." In both of these cases 
we are set afar off, but yet allowed to draw near, not prohibited from doing so; and indeed it is to be 
observed that in almost all the subjects that this view embraces, we are not actually excluded from the 
higher privileges, so much as that they are quietly withdrawn from our sight. And it may be perceived 
that, through them all, though we have put into our mouths the expressions of servants, yet the 
language of mercy is ever breaking forth, which, though we come as servants, is ready to receive us as 
sons. "Is Ephraim my dear son is he a pleasant child? for after I spake against him, I do earnestly 
remember him still." 

In speaking of the Rubric, the substitution of the term "Table," "Holy Table," and in the Scotch of "GOD'S 
Board," for that of "Altar," which is in EdwardEs First Book (as well as "GODES Board,") is a strong 
instance of this our judicial humiliation. For what is it but to say that the higher mysteries which this 
word "Altar," represents are,Enot taken away from us (me genoito), Ebut partially withdrawn from view; 
and doubtless, therefore, lost to many who "consider not the LORD'S body." To the participation, 
indeed, which the word "Table" implies, all are admitted, but the oblation which the term "Altar" 
indicates is more removed. Thus they are received at "GODES board" indeed, but not made so sensible 
of the presence of Him who admits them as His guests; and therefore, as the Jews of old, receive not 
equally the benefits of His presence. Such a loss is, therefore, doubtless a great one, which withholds 
the Altar from our due acknowledgment: but who reads not in this the visitation upon childrenEs 
children of the sacrilegious pollution it has undergone in this country! But still, as observed before, 



mercy is mixed with judgment, and the case so stands with us that it says, "He that can receive it, let him 
receive it." A great privilege, when it is considered that by the last Review, and the insertion of the word 
"oblations," we have that which prophets and kings have desired to see, what King Charles the First and 
Bishop Andrews had not. And perhaps what was made the subject of Bishop AndrewsE prayer, when for 
the Church of England his supplication was that "its deficiencies should be restored." And with regard to 
the Oblation itself, is not the case significative of our position, for it is not that no Oblation is made for 
we pray that "our oblations" may be accepted, but that the oblation is made in silence. Is not this silence 
expressive? May it not be considered eloquently significative, more than any words of our condition, 
that the higher part of the service, which look more like the privilege of sons, is performed in 
humiliation an silence? In the First Book, when the elements were placed on the Altar the priest was to 
say the lauds and anthem. 

11. Omission of anointing at Baptism and Confirmation. 

There is another circumstance now to be observed, of more importance than any which have been 
hitherto considered, the entire omission of the use of oil at baptism and confirmation The practice on 
both of these occasions appears to have been primitive, universal, and, possibly, apostolical. In the First 
Book of Edward, it was appointed that the white vesture or chrism should be put on the child baptized 
with these words: 

"Take this white vesture as a token of the innocency, which GODES grace in this holy sacrament of 
baptism is given unto Thee." 

After the above the priest was to anoint the head of the infant, sayingE 

"Almighty GOD, the FATHER of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, who hath regenerated Thee by water, and the 
HOLY GHOST, and hath given unto thee remission of all thy sins. He vouchsafe to anoint thee with the 
unction of His Holy Spirit, and bring thee to the inheritance of everlasting life." 

It is probable that this anointing after Baptism was considered as preparatory to Confirmation, so as to 
supply the place of that anointing. And in the service for Confirmation there was a prayer that seemed 
to allude to this external anointing, in which it is said, "Confirm and strengthen them with the inward 
unction of the Holy Ghost, mercifully unto everlasting life. Amen." 

Now it does not appear that even Bucer himself attempted to deny the ancient authority of this 
practice, though indeed he appears to have had but little real reverence for antiquity, but the ground for 
his having this practice rejected is, "because he thought they, (i. e. the chrism and anointing), carried 
more show of regard and reverence to the mysteries of our religion than men really retained." 

Now, if it be allowed that there is the strongest Church authority for the use of this significative emblem, 
and also that in Christianity there is no such thing as a merely external and significative rite without 
being in some degree sacramental also; if it be also the case, that if a custom is found to be primitive, it 
can hardly be conceived, with any deference to the piety of those ages, but that it must have been 
apostolical: if we consider, moreover, the little likelihood that Apostles would have invented any thing of 
a sacramental nature of themselves; if, moreover, we call to mind the typical signification of oil in 
Scripture, so exceedingly high and holy, and the occasions of its use, viz. in separating from others the 
most elevated stations which prefigured the Messiah; in its typical use applied (not as baptism 
administered to conforming heathens, but) to Prophets, Priests, and Kings of the sacred people.EWhen 
we consider these things, surely no one can say the greatness of the gifts which are here withdrawn; 
how much we have thereby fallen from the high appellations of "a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a 



peculiar people:" and we have together with it lost the white robe of baptism. The essentials, indeed, 
are not touched, but they are things of this kind which we have lost. The lessons of humiliation, of being 
"buried and crucified with Christ," it may be shown hereafter we have still retained. We may still get up 
to our lower dispensation, and have privileges restored on our repentance; but we cannot expect or 
wish it, I think, without "He that now goeth on his way weeping, and beareth good seed, shall doubtless 
come again with joy, and bear his sheaves with him." 

12. Changes in the Visitation of the Sick. 

There are three Omissions in the office for the "Visitation" of the sick since EdwardEs First Book, which 
seem to me capable of the same construction as illustrative of the last subject; and perhaps not more so 
in themselves than in the reasons by which their disuse is generally supported by our English Ritualists. 
The first is the practice of Anointing the sick, if he required it. There is, I believe, no mention of this 
custom during the first centuries. But the ground on which its disuse is generally maintained is, that it 
applied, as mentioned by St. James, to miraculous cures, and therefore is not suitable to our days. Here 
therefore a broad line of distinction is drawn, between miraculous cures, and those to be now expected, 
as if we were not in a state to receive what our forefathers did. Can this be warranted, except on the 
supposition that the faith required must be of this lower and ordinary kind? That the "grain of mustard 
seed," which is now borne by the tree whose branches fill the earth, is not of the quality of the first 
seed, which had the promise that it should "remove mountains." The next is a trivial omission, but of the 
same character. In the first of Edward there was this prayer for the sick: 

"Visit him, 0 LORD, as Thou didst Peter's wife's mother, and the captain's servant; and as Thou didst 
preserve Toby and Sarah by Thine angel from danger, so restore unto this sick person his former health, 
if it be Thy will." The rejection of this prayer, it is worthy of observation, is usually approved of for the 
same reasons, that it refers to miraculous cures not to be now expected. 

The other alteration is one apparently still more slight, but not unimportant, as bearing on this principle; 
in the last Review, (in the year 1662), the four last verses of the 71st Psalm, which is used in "the 
Visitation," are omitted. The grounds of this alteration are, that the psalm then turns to one of 
thanksgiving, beginning with this verseE 

"0 what great troubles and adversities hast Thou shewed me, yet didst Thou turn again, and refresh me, 
and broughtest me from the deep of the earth again." But it is observable, that most of the Psalms 
written under the pressure of affliction do thus turn from deprecation to thanksgiving. And what is this 
slight omission? Surely it may be considered as a silent and undesigned expression of misgiving 
respecting the existence of that faith required for the promise of prayer. For the promise is not future 
only, but present,E"Whatsoever ye desire, when ye pray, believe that ye receive them, and ye shall have 
them." (St. Mark xi. 24.) Another alteration is, that this office did begin with a Psalm, the 143d, but now 
with a Litany. We allow that these are not important changes in themselves, but it is not unimportant to 
notice that, wherever we find changes, they should speak to the same effect. 
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PART IV. 

THE TESTIMONY OF THE ANCIENT CHURCH. 


1. No Argument adduced against the principle: history of the subject in the writer's mind. 


THE writer made every inquiry of friends before the late Tract on this subject was published, to ascertain 
to what objections it was liable; and since the publication, he has looked out with great interest for 
everything that has issued against it, with the expectation of finding either arguments adduced, which 
would militate against the principle itself, or such as would be calculated to show that, allowing the 
principle to be true, it was not capable of bearing out the conclusions to which it has been applied: for, 
by means of such objections, the writer had hoped either, by answering and explaining them, to draw 
out and establish more clearly his main principle; or else to be assisted in seeing that the case should 
not be proved; under which circumstance he trusts he should be ready to acknowledge it. But to his 
great disappointment he has found nothing of this kind; he is not aware of one single argument adduced 
that touches the question; but much vague declamation, and strong alarms expressed, because the view 
interferes with certain peculiar religious opinions, or on account of some motives attributed to the 
writer's friends, or on other similar grounds, which in fact (even were they true) in no way affect him or 
this principle. That those who will not afford the subject a patient consideration should not agree with 
him, does in truth only confirm the argument which the writer wishes to maintain; which is mainly this, 
that religious truth cannot be known without serious attention. If there is something sacred and divine 
in this rule of reverential forebearance it cannot be thus controverted; nor has it in any way been put 
forth with any party feeling, nor will any one say it has been treated by us in a spirit of controversy: the 
sole object being to know, by what means we may best arrive at truth, and promote religion in the 
world. 

But independently of these objections, the writer has himself felt that there was much in the subject 
that needed explanation, and which was liable to misconstruction. He felt it at the time of publishing the 
former treatise, and has done so ever since. And some friendly notices, which have mentioned this, have 
not expressed it more strongly than he has been himself impressed with it: partly from not fully seeing 
how far the inferences might lead him, which were deducible from a principle that he considered as 
true; and partly from some of his original observations on the subject having been mislaid and lost at the 
time of the publication, comprising the whole of the proof from antiquity which is here given; and as the 
inquiry has from its very nature occasioned some unavoidable misapprehensions, perhaps he could not 
better explain his sentiments than by recording the history of them in his own mind. 



The opinion was not at first formed from a knowledge of any system of the kind in sacred antiquity, nor 
from observing that the principle was so fully maintained throughout the whole of the Holy Scriptures as 
he has since found it to be, much less from any speculative theory adopted in the study; but from his 
own dealings with mankind in the care of a parish, and his observation of the conduct of others who, he 
thought, had most experience and good sense and singleness of heart in winning men to the truth. 
Much pain was occasioned him, and much injury he thought was done to the cause of the Gospel, in 
those who, from habit or want of consideration, acted otherwise. It appeared to him that, though his 
mode of proceeding was contrary to that which such persons require, yet it was according to the 
maxims of Scripture: and often oppressed, as we cannot but feel, while thus acting, at being considered 
by some almost without the pale of the Christian covenant, yet his own natural sense of right, delicacy, 
and even Christian expediency, and much more his notion of the Gospel itself, could never allow him to 
act differently; considering that in the care of himself he had more to guard against insincere profession, 
and unreal systems of thought and feeling in religion than any thing else; and that in others also he had 
nothing so much to seek for as true honesty and seriousness of mind, respecting a state so awful as that 
which Christianity represents ours to be. It appeared to him that there was no subject upon which we 
were so much and so earnestly cautioned throughout the Gospels as this (especially through all the 
Sermon on the Mount, and in our LORD'S last discourses in St. John,) and that in the world at present 
the standard of things was so external, that there was more than ever danger of false pretension,-of an 
unreality, a want of thorough simplicity and seriousness, a secret looking to the world, such as would eat 
out the very heart of religion. Thoughts of this kind were constantly in his mind: not that he had any 
notion whatever of a system, or indeed of any great and extensive principle, nor even did his feelings 
assume any definite shape so as to support themselves by arguments and decisive reasons why his 
sentiments and practice were unlike those of certain others; but he only felt that in acting otherwise in 
occasional instances of various kinds, he was doing violence to something sacred and to natural 
modesty; and that the obloquy he was subject to he shared with those of whose fidelity he could not 
doubt, such as Bishop Butler and Bishop Wilson. And indeed when continually engaged in these and the 
like thoughts, he had felt inexpressibly relieved and comforted at finding those whom he could most 
value not only quite free from all this, but watchful against it in themselves and others. Perfectly one 
and of a piece with this appeared to him the uniform tendency of Holy Scripture, when viewed with a 
reference to this subject, as has been shown in the previous part of this treatise. And in reading the 
ancient writers with this view he found throughout, if they did not fully explain the whole of our LORD'S 
conduct on this principle, yet they incidentally allowed it, and bore the fullest evidence to the opinions 
he has stated. So much so indeed that the doctrine, which appears new and strange to many of us in the 
present day, would have been one with which they were quite familiar. The inferences implied, and the 
practices recommended, would have been considered by the Ancient Church as a matter of course, and 
this it is our present object to show. 


2. Testimony of the early Church full and extensive. 


But before entering on this part of the subject, which was before accidentally omitted, let us be 
understood in our appeal to antiquity. The principle has not been founded, as some have stated, on the 
primitive practice, but on Scripture alone. And our appeal to Catholic antiquity would be sufficient were 
it only to prove that it is not opposed to our opinion; but so far is this from being the case, that, on the 
contrary, we shall find that it fully supports it in a variety of ways. We shall find scattered intimations of 
this kind pervade all primitive writings: but that more particularly there were two customs which 



embody and strongly put forth the principle. The first an external system of discipline, designated by the 
Latins the Discipline of the Secret, according to which they kept back in reserve the higher doctrines of 
our Faith until persons were rendered fit to receive them by a long previous preparation. The other an 
universal rule in the explanations of GOD'S Word, which is founded on the supposition that it contains 
mystical meanings disclosed only to the faithful. 

To these two points therefore we would especially draw attention in our appeal to Catholic Antiquity; 
first of all that not only what we have supposed respecting our LORD'S concealing His Divine presence is 
confirmed both by the express allusions of the Fathers, but also by their adopting into the Church a 
mode of acting, which appears to us extraordinary, and which either took its rise from this circumstance 
(i. e. of Scriptural example), or was founded upon a great religious principle. Secondly, that they 
universally seem to suppose that there is in Holy Scripture something which is throughout analogous to 
what we have traced out in the history of our LORD'S life, so that there is an unity of action and manner 
of a very remarkable kind in the two cases. They suppose that our blessed LORD is as it were, 
throughout the inspired writings, hiding and concealing Himself, and going about (if I may so speak 
reverently) seeking to whom He may disclose Himself: that there are many things in Scripture which 
might appear common and ordinary accounts, relating to passing events, or words which appear to 
speak only of temporal wisdom; that our LORD is walking therein and concealing His divinity: in the 
same manner that we have supposed that in our LORD'S ordinary walk and mode of life among men He 
very studiously and remarkably concealed His ineffable majesty under the appearance of common 
humanity, accompanied with great goodness. Though these two points are different yet they involve 
one common principle. 

But when we come to produce the proof from the ancient Church that we are putting forth no new 
doctrine, we find it a task really very difficult, from the very abundance of the matter; the principle is 
thoroughly and entirely infused into their whole system; their words, their notions, their practices, 
thoroughly breathe of it, so as to indicate a state of thought and feeling perfectly at variance with those 
modern systems, whether that (improperly) called Evangelical, or the cold and barren (equally 
miscalled) orthodoxy of the last age; so as to show an entire and essential difference in tone and spirit. 
The proof is difficult, for one hardly knows how to produce it; if we were to bring forward, generally, 
sentiments from the Fathers which imply it, it would occupy volumes; and besides this, the testimony is 
so varied in its nature that it makes an attempt appear desultory. It is like attempting to describe some 
strong impression of the mind, which is shown in the body in every part; every limb, and every gesture 
may be indicative of it, and yet it may be rather expressed by the whole than by any part, and to select 
one, would not adequately serve the purpose. So does the principle pervade the body of the Church, 
appearing now in one part, and then in another; now in action, now in demeanour, now in expression, 
and often in all together, and yet in so subtle a manner as to defy description. The Fathers speak of it as 
our LORD'S mode of conduct; they speak of it still more, as St. Paul's in all his teaching; they speak of it 
as a rule of Scripture, as a principle in morals; their practice with regard to others, and their studies, 
both alike imply it. There is, perhaps, not one among the Fathers with whom one would not find, on this 
subject, that sympathy and understanding which it is in vain to seek for among moderns, at least, among 
those who are imbued with a spirit alien to the Church. 

The spirit and practice of the Ancient Church is like the genuine and retiring modesty of first love in 
contrast with the feeble loudness and noisy display of a counterfeit, which would fain renew feelings it 
has lost: "with their mouth they show much love." 

The instances we have to adduce, must therefore necessarily be various in their character, and may 
appear to allude to things in themselves distinct; one to a secret sense in Scripture, another to a moral 



rule of action, another to a rule of Church discipline, and another to an historical fact respecting our 
LORD or His Apostles. But it must be observed, that it is this very diversity which most establishes the 
point in question; namely, that it is a great moral and religious principle, or which these are incidental 
manifestations: for either of these points proved singly, might be supposed to be only the effect of 
imagination, or a train of circumstances that might be otherwise accounted for: but a concurrence of the 
whole in points, each of which is contrary to our at present received notions, can only be referred to a 
general principle. Besides which, this very variety opens to us a subject of exceeding interest, namely, 
our blessed LORD acting towards mankind through the whole of His Church, in a manner strikingly in 
harmony with His personal conduct in the days of His Incarnation. 


3. The existence of what has been termed the Disciplina Arcani. 


Now first of all with regard to the Disciplina Arcani: what has been said would naturally lead one to 
conclude that it owed its origin to a most sacred source. It seems so perfectly in accordance with all that 
has been noticed of our LORD'S conduct, (in Tract No. 80. Part I.) that His example and mode of teaching 
will constantly account for its origin in a manner that nothing else will. And moreover, that alone will 
suggest a reason why the principle should have become so universal, without any apparent reference to 
that definite system of Church discipline. 

But even were we to suppose, as some have imagined, that the practice of the Disciplina had its origin in 
religious or philosophic mysteries among the heathen: even this by no means destroys our argument 
respecting the principle itself as a rule in religion or morals; for the very existence of those mysteries 
themselves remains to be accounted for. If the principle we maintain is a truth of GOD, and strongly 
stamped on His revelation, such a principle must be founded on our moral and spiritual nature, and 
therefore of course may be expected to be found among mankind; this would account for its existence 
in Egypt and early Greece. But there is great reason to believe that the pagan mysteries took their rise 
from something more holy than themselves. One cannot seriously reflect on Herodotus' account of 
Egypt, and the mysterious awe with which he forbears to speak of certain things in religion, without 
apprehending that there is much more in it than any system of man's invention; that amidst the 
extensive corruption of primitive religion which took place in that country, there still remained an 
indefinable fear, which would only find its correspondence in the sense handed down of the awfulness 
of the true GOD. So that at all events, were we to allow for a momentary supposition that this Disciplina 
had an heathen origin, the very existence of these pagan mysteries would serve greatly to establish the 
principle as a law in our moral nature. 

But it has been well said, that to suppose the doctrines of the Holy Catholic Church owed their origin to 
the practices of heathen philosophy, is as if a person were to imagine that the sun owed its light to a 
reflection of the moon in the waters; and this we should be doing, if we allowed the secret discipline of 
the early Church to have owed its origin to any heathen custom. But the principle of reserve on which it 
is founded, is thoroughly consistent throughout with all the methods of revelation, and quite consistent 
in itself in all its extensive developments in the Church. If we grant it to be true that there are no proofs 
for the existence of the Disciplina itself before the middle or the end of the second century, this would 
only prove that it might not have appeared as a definite system; it may have been wrong, as is the case 
of other institutions, that it should have assumed a precise form and name at all; or the circumstances 
of the Church preceding it may not have required it should do so, from the Christians being necessarily 



of a strong and marked character to be Christians at all, while the Church was herself struggling into 
existence. 

Yet had we a close and accurate account of the manner in which the Apostles dealt with individuals as 
we have of our LORD Himself, we might have found in them a continuation of His own mode of teaching, 
as there remarked by the close attention which the narrative admits of. Some indications of it are at 
once obvious in the Acts of the Apostles; for instance, the great danger we have supposed to accompany 
the revelation and acknowledgment of the Presence of GOD, is at once exemplified in the fate of 
Ananias and Sapphira, and the awful rebuke addressed to Simon Magus. 

But the very obscurity which hangs about the practices of the early Church, the silence in which many 
things are left, seems to indicate something of this principle. How little from the Epistles of St. Paul, or 
any other records of the first ages, do we learn of any of the forms of discipline which the Church 
doubtless then observed? and afterwards the mention of the Secret Discipline seems to be often but 
incidental. Indeed, it is by no means evident that even Justin Martyr does not allude to it, it is well 
known that he applies the word fwtismoV or illumination, to Baptism, a word afterwards used with 
reference to the instruction in Christian doctrine imparted at that Sacrament, and the light then 
bestowed. Add to which we know our LORD was for forty days conversing with His disciples of the things 
concerning the kingdom, of which nothing is publicly written or declared: in these things it was, as St. 
Peter says of the Resurrection, they were disclosed, "not unto all the people, but to certain witnesses 
chosen of GOD." We find, moreover, that the heretics of the first age maintained that their doctrines 
were of that more sacred kind which our LORD and His Apostles had divulged to certain favoured 
disciples. Although there was no truth in these allegations, and no proof of a divine authority for the 
Disciplina, yet is it not likely that the false assumption of the former, as well as the latter system, may 
have taken their rise in some great truth, viz. our LORD'S mode of communicating knowledge to His 
disciples, and a certain reserve in disclosing Himself? 

Add to this the extraordinary ignorance of the heathen writers respecting Christianity, and the strong 
indications which all must have noticed throughout St. Paul's Epistles, that he discloses and withholds 
Christian knowledge and mysteries, according to the meetness of those to whom he was writing to 
receive them. 

If intimations of these things are but faint in the first age of Christianity, yet in the next they derive the 
most ample confirmation throughout the works of St. Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, and 
most of the succeeding Fathers; their mode of speaking of religion, of interpreting Scripture, always 
seems to imply this principle of reserve. The Disciplina Arcani is spoken of, not as some ecclesiastical 
system founded on motives of expediency, as is now often supposed, or arising from the circumstances 
of the times, or as merely directed towards the heathens; it is implied that this reserve is an universal 
principle in morals; that its assuming a strong and definite shape in the Disciplina Arcani is only an 
accidental development of it; that it is founded deep in our nature; that the system is to be traced 
throughout the heathen world in some shape or other, proving it to be of divine origin or arising out of 
some common principle; that it has the authority of our LORD Himself and His disciples; that it was 
practised by our LORD, not from the immediate and necessary exigencies of the occasion, but as a great 
law and rule of religious wisdom; that an awful and reverential sense of His thus disclosing Himself only 
according to the state of man's heart is the only key to the knowledge of His ways, either in His moral 
providences or His more direct revelations. 



4. Indications of the principle independent of any known definite system. 


The very silence of the first ages is on this subject in our favour; and a few passages that do allude to it, 
are themselves so interesting, and so much tend to confirm the view we have taken, that we cannot 
withhold a fuller reference to them, though they have already been alluded to. The Author of the Epistle 
to Diognetus, which has been ascribed to Justin Martyr, says incidentally in the passages before spoken 
of, "having been myself a disciple of the Apostles, I am become a teacher of the Gentiles. The things 
which were delivered to me, I am the means to convey to those who are worthy, who have become 
disciples of the truth. For who is there that has a love for the Word, who does not seek clearly to know 
those things which were by the Word shown openly to the disciples, to whom He declared them, being 
Himself manifested to them, speaking with all freedom, not understood by the unbeliever, but 
conversing and explaining to the disciples. And they who were by Him esteemed faithful have become 
acquainted with these mysteries of the Father." 

This simple and undersigned but distinct allusion to the teaching of our LORD Himself is much to be 
observed, and seems by the mention of the disciples to carry on, and connect with the system of the 
Church that reserve which has been noticed in the Gospels, and serves to explain in some degree that 
silence, so remarkable in the New Testament, of the things concerning the Church delivered to faithful 
men. 

The passage quoted by Mr. Keble on the subject of tradition from the bishop Hippolytus bears an 
undesigned testimony to this principle also at an early period. "Take care," says that holy Father, "that 
these things be not delivered to unbelieving and blasphemous tongues. For the danger is not 
inconsiderable. But impart them to serious and faithful men who wish to live holily and justly with fear. 
For it is not without a purpose that the blessed Paul in his exhortation to Timothy says .... 'Keep the 
deposit committed to thee;' and again 'what thou hast heard from me by many exhortations, commit 
these to faithful men, &c.' If therefore that blessed Saint delivered "these truths which were easily 
accessible to all, with religious caution, seeing by the Spirit that all have not faith; how much more shall 
we be in danger, if, at random and without distinction, we impart the oracles of GOD to profane and 
unworthy men." 

This testimony not only sanctions the evidence of the pre-ceding extract, but inculcates the same as a 
moral duty incum-bent on teachers of the truth. We have, again, the very high authority of St. 
Athanasius for knowing, that the disciples them-selves did observe precisely a similar caution from the 
beginning to that which our LORD had observed towards them, and this testimony connects this reserve 
of the Ancient Church by an unbroken chain with our LORD Himself. 

St. Basil bears testimony also to this having been the practice of the early disciples, and that it was 
founded on our LORD'S example. He mentions that there were "many things which they had re-ceived 
not from Scripture but from Apostolical tradition, com-municated," he says, "in mystery and secrecy, 
and which their fathers had preserved in unobtrusive and modest silence, know-ing rightly that this 
sacred reverence to mysteries was their best protection." He then alludes to the same having been the 
inten-tion, when Moses allowed not the holy things in the temple to be seen by all, but kept the profane 
without, and admitted the more pure into the outer courts. After stating some circum-stances of this 
kind in the law of Moses, such as the Levites set apart for sacred things, and the entering into the Holy 
of Holies with such circumstances of solemnity and awe; "in the same manner," he says, "the Apostles 
and Fathers, who pre-scribed the first rites of the Church, preserved the dignity of their mysteries in 



secrecy and silence. And even that obscurity which the Scripture makes use of is," he adds, "a species of 
the same reserve, rendering the understanding of its doctrines difficult of apprehension, and that for 
the benefit of ordinary readers." 


5. The Disciplina a rule of a moral nature. 


The evidence of these passages has been partly historical, and suggests the probability that the early 
system of reserve may have had some connection with our LORD'S example and authority; and partly as 
adducing the testimony of the Fathers respecting the practical wisdom of the rule. To the latter we may 
add the authority of Tertullian, in a passage before alluded to, and it is important as proving that, where 
he had occasion incidentally to allude to the Disciplina, he speaks of it as a rule of a moral nature. He 
strongly condemns the heretics for having no discipline whatever, or distinction observed in their 
assemblies and worship, even, he says, if heathen were present, they would '"cast that which is holy to 
dogs, and pearls before swine.' And this utter subversion of all discipline they called simplicity, and 
accused the care of the orthodox Christians as a mode of enticement." In the same passage he adds, 
that "discipline is an index of doctrine: they say that GOD ought not to be feared; therefore, every thing 
with them is free and open. But where is GOD not feared, but where He is not? and where GOD is not, 
truth is not; where there is no truth, of course there is no dis-cipline. But where GOD is, there is the fear 
of GOD, which is the beginning of wisdom." 

The next person whose agreement with us we may mention is St. Chrysostom. His authority is of the 
more weight, as he himself was so eloquent and bold a preacher, and not a mere student; so as to prove 
that the practice which this reserve implies is in no way opposed to the most earnest teaching of the 
truth. He speaks of it frequently as a rule important to be observed in communicating religious 
knowledge. He mentions it as his own practice (in his preface to St. Matthew). "Those that I perceive 
awake, and desirous to learn, I will endeavour to teach. Those that sleep and attend not, I will neither 
tell the difficulties nor their answers, in obedience to the Divine law: for it is written 'Give not that which 
is holy, to the dogs.'" He speaks of this law in another place, as similar to that of human friendship, 
which imparts secrets only to the most intimate friends. "Let them attend to this," he adds, "who make 
a sort of triumphal show of the secrets of the Gospel, and unto all indiscri-minately display the pearls 
and the doctrine, and who cast the holy things unto dogs and swine by useless reasonings." He often 
speaks of it as St. Paul's practice; in his Commentary on the words of not casting pearls before swine, he 
says, "Paul intimates the same thing in saying, the natural man receiveth not the things of the SPIRIT; for 
they are foolishness unto him, and in many other places he speaks of a corrupt life being the cause of 
their not receiving the more perfect doctrines, therefore he commands us not to open our doors to 
them." He has much more to the same effect on the teaching of St. Paul. And not to dwell on various 
passages in which St. Chrysostom incidentally alludes to the principle, one may be mentioned in which 
he speaks clearly of the Discipline in the very connection we have supposed, as a mode of acting which 
had a reference to our LORD'S own example, "We close the doors," he says, "before we perform the 
mysteries, and keep out the uninitiated; not from any weakness we apprehend in them, but because the 
generality are not yet sufficiently advanced to be rightly disposed towards them. It was upon this very 
account that He Himself said many things unto the Jews in parables, because seeing they did not 
perceive. For this reason also Paul hath commanded us to know how we ought to answer each 
individual." 



In the Catechetical Lectures of St. Cyril of Jerusalem, we may, of course, expect to find much on this 
subject; all that is requisite is to show that he considered this system, not as one intended merely for 
the self-defence of Christians, but as one intended for and contributing to the good of all parties, as a 
practical rule; and this he does most fully. In a passage more than once quoted of late years with 
reference to the Disciplina, he forbids the catechumens to communicate the knowledge which he says 
to those who are unprepared for it is highly injurious. He forbids those whom he is instructing to 
communicate to cate-chumens the things which were revealed to them. "If any should ask and say, 
What harm will there be in my being ac-quainted?" he adds, "They who are sick ask for wine; but if it be 
unseasonably afforded them, it occasions frenzy; and from this two bad consequences ensue, the sick 
man dies, and the physician is blamed." 

In another place he speaks of the secret discipline as closely connected with our LORD'S own teaching, 
as the example and authority on which it was formed. After speaking of the Gospel being hid from those 
that are lost, and saying that the GOD of the New as well as of the Old Testament concealed things in 
parables, he adds, "The sun renders blind the weak-sighted; not that it is the nature of the sun to make 
persons blind, but that the state of their eyes cannot bear its light. Thus it is that they whose hearts are 
diseased from unbelief, are not able to look upon the bright rays of Godhead. The LORD spake to those 
who were able to hear in parables, and those parables He explained privately to His disciples. The 
brightness of His glory was for those who were enlightened, the blinding for the unbelieving. These 
mysteries the Church now declares to one who ceases to be of the catechumens. It is not her custom to 
declare them to heathens. We often speak of many things covertly, that the faithful who know may 
understand, and others be not injured." 

Origen, in like manner, speaks of the discipline then observed among Christians as a moral system, 
which was considered as best calculated to do good. And so far from its having any con-nexion with 
heathen practices, he speaks of it as opposed to them. Against Celsus, speaking of some heathen 
philosopher, he proceeds: "Let us see if the Christians have not a much wiser way of leading people to 
what is good and virtuous. For these ancient philosophers speak publicly, and make no discrimination of 
their hearers, but whosoever pleases may stand by and hear. But the Christians, as far as they are able, 
make a trial of the souls of those who wish to hear them; and first having privately brought their minds 
in tune, when they appear to have been sufficiently advanced by some evidence they have given of their 
desire to lead a good life, they then introduce them; and make a private distinction between those lately 
introduced, who have not yet received the sign of their purification, and those who, as far as in them 
lies, have indicated their determination to have no other principles of life but those of a Christian. And 
they have persons among them appointed to inquire into the lives and conduct of those who come to 
them, that they may prevent those who do things that are forbidden from coming into the common 
assembly; but those who are not such, they receive with their whole heart, and take pains daily to make 
them better." 

And a little after, he proceeds, "For we endeavour, as far as we can, that our assemblies should be 
formed of serious persons; and things which are especially of a divine character we then venture to 
bring forward in our public discourses, when we have no want of understanding hearers; but we conceal 
and pass over in silence things which are more deep, from an audience who are figuratively said to 
require milk. For thus Paul writes to the Corinthians, who were not yet sufficiently recovered in their 
morals from their former heathen state: "I have fed you with milk, and not with meat; for hitherto ye 
were not able to bear it, neither yet now are ye able," &c. And the same Apostle, well aware of the more 
perfect food of the soul, and that that of new converts might be compared to milk, says, "Ye are become 
such as have need of milk, and not of strong meat; for every one that useth meat is unskilful in the word 
of righteousness, for he is a babe. But strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age, even those 



who by reason of use have their senses exercised to discern both good and vile." 


In the same book we find Celsus reflecting against the Christians, and accusing them of inconsistency, 
for now, says he, "they cry out to those of clean hands and a pure heart, washed from all wickedness, to 
come and be initiated in their sacred purification, now, on the contrary, they call on the sinner, the 
foolish, the childish, the miserable-he shall receive the kingdom of GOD." To which Origen answers, that 
"it is one thing to invite the sick to be healed, and another those that are healthy to the knowledge of 
divine things." 

Much more to this effect does Origen mention respecting the system then observed in the Church; and 
what is very observable, he not only does occasionally fully bear testimony to our supposition that our 
LORD did in the days of His flesh reveal Himself only so far as men were able to bear it, but he speaks of 
our LORD Himself in expressions that might very well by analogy and metaphor be applied to the secret 
discipline he describes. In the treatise last quoted, he says, that our SAVIOUR condescended to come 
down to the level of him who was unable to look upon the excessive luster and brightness of His divinity. 
He became flesh and spoke in a bodily manner until such a one, having received Him as such, by little 
and little was lifted up by the WORD, and was able to behold His former person. For there are different 
forms of the WORD, according as the WORD appears to each of them who are being trained to 
knowledge, in accordance with their respective moral habit and spiritual advancement, and different 
progress in virtue. So that it is not in the manner that Celsus has supposed that our GOD became 
changed in form. And when He went up into an high mountain. He showed Himself to them in another 
form, and far transcending that which they beheld, who remained below and were not able to follow to 
Him to the height. For they who were below had not eyes capable of beholding the glorious and divine 
transfiguration of the WORD, but indeed were scarce able to comprehend such as He was among them, 
so that of them who could not perceive His Divine beauty it is said, "He hath no form nor comeliness; 
and when we shall see Him, there is no beauty that we should desire Him." 


6. The whole subject connected with a great religious principle and rule of conduct. 


From all that has been said it may, I think, be clearly seen with regard to the Disciplina Arcani that it 
could not have been a system suggested by heathen mysteries, but that it is so closely connected with 
Scripture, that allusions to it naturally rise out of, and again fall into Scriptural allusions, or some account 
of our LORD and His Apostles; so much so, as that all relating to it is perfectly consistent, and all of a 
piece with what they evidently considered to be the teaching of Holy Scripture. If either of them is 
attacked Origen seems in defending the one to pass imperceptibly into a defence of the other, as if the 
method of the Church and the method of Holy Scripture were one and the same, mutually implying each 
other, as if the former gradually had its rise out of the latter, by means of an identity or similarity of 
conduct in the inspired Apostles or teachers in the early Churches; although the principle might have 
now assumed a more definite and marked character, from being formed into a system. And these 
remarks would be more fully seen were we to quote the numerous passages in which the expressions of 
St. Paul are cited in allusion to it, particularly by Clement of Alexandria and Origen. Besides this very high 
and Divine character with which Origen invests the practice, he at times refers it to a principle of natural 
modesty, such as nature has clearly given us in many instances for our protection. Nor is this incidental 
mode of connecting this system of the Church with our LORD'S example at all confined to Origen, but 
frequent among other early writers; thus St. Augustine speaking of where it is said that many "believed 



in CHRIST, but He trusted not Himself to them," says that "it is the same with the catechumens; they 
believe but are not admitted to the Eucharist." The practice is immediately applied as illustrating our 
SAVIOUR'S conduct. In another passage, St. Augustine speaks of himself as doubting how to act up this 
as a known and acknowledged duty. In his Enarration on Psalm 39, he applies to himself the words, "I 
said, I will take heed to my ways that I offend not in my tongue. I will keep my mouth as it were with a 
bridle while the ungodly is in my sight. I held my tongue and spake nothing: I kept silence, yea, even 
from good words, but it was pain and grief to me." He applies this passage to his own great difficulties 
and perplexities on this subject of reserve; that on the one hand he might not offend by an undue 
display of holy things so contrary both to Divine and Apostolic precept. For our LORD and St. Paul, he 
says, held back even from those who were exceedingly eager to learn those spiritual truths which were 
beyond them; and his advice to his hearer is, "Be not hastening to hear what you cannot receive, but 
improve in holiness that you may receive it." On the other hand, he was anxious and struggling with the 
difficulty arising from the opposite duty, as one "set over the LORD'S household to give them their meat 
in due season." "Positus," he says, "in hac fluctuatione dicendi et tacendi; perclitans ne projiciat 
margaritas ante porcos; periclitans ne non eroget cibaria conservis." 

If St. Augustine here speaks of this rule of reserve as a duty in individuals, Origen also speaks of it as a 
necessary circumstance in good men, inasmuch as the world cannot understand them. In the following 
passage He thus beautifully expresses it: "As the solar ray affects the countenance of him who looks to 
the sun, and it is not possible for any one to stand in the sun, and not himself to partake of its light; so 
must we suppose that he will become a partaker of GOD, who shall have meditated on the law of the 
Divine Word, and shall have given up his mind to become acquainted with GOD." "I suppose that this 
secret is declared in Exodus, when the countenance of Moses, after he had familiarly conversed with 
GOD, was so glorified, that the children of Israel were not able stedfastly to look upon the glory of it, 
and on this account he who attended on GOD took a veil to converse with His people. Thus every soul 
which is given up to GOD, and hath entered into His truth, beyond what is known to the many, and hath 
partaken of His Divinity, surpasses the comprehension of the multitude, so that it assumes a veil in order 
to direct inferiors, by discoursing on matters level to their comprehensions. 


7. Catholic mode of interpreting Scripture founded on this principle. 


Now the characteristic of truth is consistency and coherence, and mutual adaptation and relation in its 
various parts and developments; so that principles, which appear to have no immediate connexion in 
their origin and formation, are found when pursued to their consequences mutually to correspond with 
and imply each other: as cause and effect, as concave and convex in a circle, or as dependent parts of 
one great whole. Besides this practice of the secret discipline, there is another principle, almost, if not 
quite, universal in the Ancient Church, which is also equally opposed to modern opinion. I allude to that 
general custom among the Fathers of supposing that Scripture contains latent mysterious meaning 
beyond the letter, the apprehension of which is disclosed to a faithful life. And this practice, though in 
itself distinct, does in fact run up into that of the Disciplina Arcani, analogously to the way, in which 
miracles and parables are found to run up into each other as indications of one law. Both may be 
considered as a different development of the same principle. In both we have, what has been observed 
in the former part, "Wisdom going about seeking those that are worthy of her, to whom she may reveal 
her secrets." And a circumstance which particularly bears upon the present inquiry is this, that in 
speaking on this subject, as well as on the system we have before spoken of, ancient writers do 



incidentally illustrate or enforce their observations by the example of our LORD'S dealing with mankind. 


Now this mode of interpretation is so general in the Ancient Church that something of the kind may be 
considered as the characteristic difference between the interpretation of Catholic Christians and those 
of heretical teachers; that the latter lower and bring down the senses of Scripture as if they were mere 
human words, while the former consider the words of Divine truth to contain greater meanings than we 
can fathom; and therefore amplify and extend their significations as if they were advancing onward, (like 
the interpretations and various fulfilments of prophecy,) into deeper and higher meanings, till lost in 
ever increasing, and at length infinite light and greatness, beyond what the limited view of man is 
capable of pursuing. 


8. High authority for this mode of Scriptural interpretation. 


Nor does it appear at all unreasonable beforehand-before considering it as a matter of fact, that this 
should be the case: I mean that the Divine Word should be in its secret range thus vast and 
comprehensive, as the shadow of the heavens in still and deep waters. In things natural, GOD has not 
only disclosed to us, by experience and natural light, the mode of tilling the earth and all other things 
necessary for the support of our animal life and human comforts, but he has also afforded us some 
knowledge of the heavenly bodies; He has withdrawn the veil and opened something of the mysterious 
vastness, and ways, and order of things celestial. And in disclosing these, there is of course some great 
design of His Providence towards men; whether to humble them by showing something of the vastness 
of His power, or to raise and spiritualize their minds by the contemplation of it. Why, therefore, may He 
not in like manner in His word, besides that knowledge and practical wisdom, information, and warning, 
which is more in the letter of Holy Scripture as a lantern unto our feet-why may there not be also 
concealed and laid up something of the vastness and infinity of His counsels, things Divine and spiritual, 
which He may also open and reveal to men to carry on the purposes of His wisdom, and of their 
probation? In attempting too far to dive into it, to illustrate and apprehend its meanings, fallible men 
may of course greatly err from time to time, though the general principle on which they set out may be 
nevertheless from the SPIRIT of truth. Thus fallible men have erred and do err in their attempts to 
explain the heavenly bodies; and yet they may be right in the notion of the order and the vastness of the 
material heavens, though wrong in their particular explanations; and if they have erred, it has been in 
the littleness and unworthiness of their conceptions; the higher their conceptions have been, the more 
have they approached to the sublimity and infinity of GOD'S works. 

But it might be said, that this mode of interpretation has arisen from the nature of the Hebrew 
language, in which each word contains many deep and ulterior meanings, which may be considered as 
types of each other. But this observation will, in fact, lead us to the same conclusion of its Divine 
character; it is indeed only going further into the subject, sending us back one step more in tracing the 
chain which reaches from GOD'S throne. For if the sacred language which the Almighty has chosen in 
order to reveal Himself to mankind is of this typical nature, it proves that such is the language of GOD; 
that in numerous analogies and resemblances, differing in time, importance and extent, but with one 
drift and scope, He is used to speak to us, blending figure with word spoken. 

But when we come to the matter of fact as proved by the Scriptures themselves, the principle itself must 
be allowed as right, whatever limitations men may prescribe to the application or use of it. It is very 
evident how much our blessed LORD has Himself pointed out to us these deep and latent meanings, 



where we could not otherwise have ventured to suppose them to exist; as, for instance, in the sign of 
the prophet Jonah, and the lifting up of the serpent in the wilderness. And in almost all His references to 
the Old Testament, our LORD has led us to seek for mines of secret information disclosed to the eye of 
Faith beyond the letter. 

And it is to be observed that Scripture has not generally pointed out to us those instances in which an 
allegorical interpretation is most obvious and important, but often those in which it is less so; as if 
thereby, it rather suggested to us a general law, than afforded any direction respecting its limit and 
extent. If from our LORD'S own example we pass to the writings of St. Paul, it is needless to mention the 
numerous striking instances in which he has unfolded to us the spiritual and high senses of the Old 
Testament. And passing from Apostles to Apostolical writers, we find the same system acknowledged, as 
it were incidentally, but almost universally. To say nothing of Barnabas's Epistle, and its peculiar 
character in this respect, which must have great weight as being the testimony of primitive antiquity, 
even though it be not apostolical, nor written by the companion of St. Paul, who has been called the 
great mustagwgoV. Even Clement of Rome, though his Epistle does not much admit of such allusions, 
yet has at least one remarkable instance of the kind, where he speaks of the scarlet thread held out by 
the harlot Rahab, as conveying a sign of "the blood of our LORD, by which there is redemption to all who 
trust and hope in GOD." 

With regard therefore to this system of interpretation, we have in many instances Divine authority for it; 
and beyond where we have this authority, it might be thought that we have no sanction for such 
applications and explanations: in which case, it would be similar to the moral principles or doctrines that 
are deduced from Holy Scripture, which may be said to flow more or less clearly from the Word itself, 
and to be supported by analogy, natural consequence, or agreement with other passages; and these to 
be decided by the judgment of individuals, and that natural weight of authority which we allow to be 
due to the opinions of great and good men. But further than this, as with regard to moral principles of 
doctrine, so also with respect to such particular interpretations, it is perhaps the case, (as it has been 
well observed,) that for some of them there may be such a concurrent testimony in early and distinct 
Churches as to amount to a Catholic consent, which consent would of course have the same kind of 
sacred authority as would attend a similar agreement with respect to doctrine. 

But all that is here required to be proved is, first that such a mode of interpretation is that of the 
Universal Church, and secondly, that it is implied thereby that it is GOD'S mode of dealing with mankind. 
And here again, as in the case of the Disciplina, the argument does not depend upon any vindication of 
the manner in which it may have been pursued in some cases. Even were it granted that the 
interpretations of Origen, Ambrose, and others were fanciful and untenable, as perhaps they sometimes 
are, yet it cannot be supposed that they were wrong in the general principle of interpretation, but in the 
effort of human understanding to fathom the depths of Divine wisdom in the particular instance. There 
may be much beyond the letter, but it may be presumption in uninspired man to say what it is,-"Let 
GOD be true but every man a liar." Sufficient for our purpose it is that such a method of considering Holy 
Writ is Catholic, not to say Apostolical and Divine. 


9. Reverence and caution observable in the Fathers. 


The mode in which it is spoken of by so early a writer as St. Irenaeus, is important; he is condemning 
fanciful expositions of the parables, proving thereby that it was an error that age was liable to, and, in so 



doing, thoroughly acknowledges the principle in the light in which we consider it, viz., that this 
knowledge is not to be attained by mere natural acuteness or critical sagacity, that GOD is throughout 
the teacher, that man is to wait on and reverently learn of Him. "Those things," he says, "in being most 
fully assured that the Scriptures are perfect, for they are spoken of by the WORD of GOD and His SPIRIT, 
but we as the last and the least in His Word and in His SPIRIT, must need His help for the knowledge of 
those mysteries. And it is not to be wondered as it in things spiritual and heavenly, and which are the 
subjects of Revelation, this should be the case, since even in those things which are before our feet 
(such as are in the natural creation, which are handled and seen by us and dwell about us) many things 
escape our knowledge, and these we commit to GOD." After mentioning some particulars of this kind in 
the natural world, he says, "If therefore in the natural creation some things are laid up with GOD, and 
some come to our knowledge, where is the difficulty in supposing this to be the case, in those things 
which we seek to know in Scripture, since all the Scriptures are spiritual, and that some things according 
to the grace of GOD we should explain, and that others should be laid up with Him. So that GOD should 
be throughout the teacher, and man throughout should be learning of Him." "If therefore in the manner 
which I have mentioned we will lay up some of our questions with GOD, we shall persevere in 
maintaining our faith, and continue without danger, and find all Scripture which GOD has given us, to be 
in harmony. The parables will harmonize with things spoken openly, and things spoken openly explain 
the parables, and in variety of statements we shall perceive within us but a multiplicity of voices, 
combining together to form one accordant and harmonious melody." 

This passage serves very admirably to set before us the very reverent and holy manner in which the 
Fathers looked on this principle of interpretation: and St. Augustine may speak for another age, in 
thoughts very similar, and alike expressive of the general tone of feeling in the Ancient Church on this 
subject. "Expect not," he says, "to hear from us those things which the LORD was then unwilling to say 
to His disciples, for as yet they could not bear them: but rather advance in charity, which is diffused in 
your hearts through the HOLY SPIRIT which is given you; that, being fervent in spirit and loving spiritual 
things, ye may be able to discern the spiritual light and spiritual voice which men cannot bear; not by 
any sign appearing unto your bodily eyes, nor by any sound which is heard by bodily ears, but by the 
inward sight and hearing. For that is not loved which is altogether unknown. But when that is loved 
which is known in howsoever small a part, then by that very love itself it is effected, that it should be 
better and more fully known. If therefore ye advance in charity, which the HOLY SPIRIT sheds in your 
heart. He will teach you all truth:" "not altogether in this life," he afterwards adds, "but so far in this life 
as shall be a pledge of fulness hereafter." Thus, it is well known, St. Augustine and others often speak. 
All imply a certain reverential sobriety to be most needful in approaching GOD'S word, lest we obtain 
harm instead of benefit thereby. In another passage, the same writer has occasion to condemn, like St. 
Irenaeus, those who otherwise attempted that knowledge. "The Evangelical Sacraments," he says, 
"which are signified in the sayings and actions of our LORD JESUS CHRIST, are not open to all, and some 
by interpreting them with too little diligence, and too little soberness, obtain oftentimes destruction 
instead of safety, and error instead of the knowledge of truth." In another place St. Augustine speaks to 
the same effect. "By many," he says, "and manifold obscurities and ambiguities are they deceived who 
read carelessly, conceiving one thing for another; but in some places they find not enough even to 
suggest false surmises: so obscurely do some things envelop themselves in thickest darkness. All of 
which, I doubt not, is a Divine provision, in order to subdue pride by labour, and to recall the intellect 
from its fastidiousness, to which those things generally appear mean which are easily investigated." And 
again, "Now no one doubts that both objects become known to us with greater delight by means of 
similitudes, and things that are sought for with some difficulty are discovered with more pleasure. 
Magnificently therefore, and healthfully for us hath the HOLY SPIRIT so adapted the sacred Scriptures, as 
to satisfy our hunger by passages more manifest, and by those that are more obscure to prevent 



fastidiousness. For generally out of those obscurities nothing is elicited but is elsewhere more plainly 
spoken." 


10. Reserve in revelation not confined to GOD'S Word. 


But the principle upon which ancient writers explain Scripture they do not apply to that alone, but to all 
the ways of GOD, and frequently connect this also with our LORD'S conduct. It is not Holy Writ only with 
them, but the visible creation also, and natural providence, and sacramental mysteries, which are the 
veils of Divinity, through which and by which the ALMIGHTY speaks darkly to His creatures, concealing or 
disclosing Himself as they are found worthy. The words, by which they speak of these, might be applied 
also to what has been stated of our SAVIOUR'S conduct when manifested in the flesh. 

Thus Chrysostom, in speaking of the Christian mysteries, applies to them words which he might at 
another time use of Holy Scripture, or of our LORD as seen through the veil of the flesh, in which alone 
He can be discerned by a purified sense enlightened from above. 

"I hear," he says, "of the body of CHRIST, the unbeliever understands this in one way, and I in another. 
He knows not what he sees, as children when they see a book and cannot read. He who can read will 
find laid up in the letters a great power, whole lives and histories. He who cannot will hear a voice, and 
will converse with one at a distance, and again by means of letters, will speak to whom he wishes. So it 
is with the mysteries, the unbelieving in hearing hear not; but the believers, by the experience which 
they derive from the HOLY SPIRIT, see the power laid up and contained in them." 

The illustration which Chrysostom here makes use of is not unlike an expression of Origen's, who, in 
reply to Celsus who says that he knew the Christian Religion, observes, as well as might a person 
conversant with the common people of Egypt, and who knew the hieroglyphical figures, say he 
understood the wisdom of the Egyptians. 

And it may bring the analogy more closely home to us to observe, that these Catholic writers, in thus 
speaking, will often introduce the very expression of it being our LORD Himself who is thus manifesting 
Himself therein to the eye of faith; or veiling His glories from us, and withdrawing Himself from the 
multitude, or the thoughtless and indifferent inquirer. "Is it not the case," says St. Ambrose "that when 
we think over a passage in Scripture, in vain endeavouring to gain some explanation for it, while we are 
doubting and seeking, suddenly the most exalted doctrines seem to rise, as it were over the mountains 
before us, then over the hills He (i.e. CHRIST) appears unto us, and enlightens our minds, and pours into 
our understanding the knowledge of that which it had appeared difficult to comprehend. Therefore the 
WORD which was absent now becomes present in our minds. And again, when any thing appears to us 
rather obscure, the WORD is as it were withdrawn, and we long and look for His return, as of one gone 
away." In like manner does Augustine speak of the same great and all-extensive principle under a new 
analogy, that of the visible creation. Here also is it considered that we have "the presence of a GOD who 
hideth Himself," and indications that He is desirous to disclose Himself through that language, as far as 
we are able to bear it; in the same manner, as through the letter of the written Scriptures we behold 
Him as it were through a veil. "For we behold," He says, "the ample fabric of the universe containing the 
earth and heavens and all things that are therein. And from the greatness and beauty of this fabric the 
inestimable greatness and beauty of the Framer Himself, whom although as yet we know not, yet even 
now we love. For inasmuch as we cannot now behold Him by the purity of our hearts, He hath not 



ceased to set before our eyes His works, that seeing what we can, we may love: and may be thought 
worthy for that love itself at some time to behold that which we see not. But in all things that He hath 
spoken unto us (in His written Word) we must seek for the spiritual meaning, to ascertain which your 
desires in the name of CHRIST will assist us. By which, as by invisible hands, ye know at the invisible gate, 
that invisibly it may open to us, and ye invisibly may enter in, and invisibly be healed." 

St. Cyril of Jerusalem carries on the same principle beyond the bounds of the visible creation, saying that 
in the invisible world also the Godhead is withdrawn from sight excepting so far as the SON may reveal; 
in a very beautiful and sublime passage, He intimates that not only to different states of men, in exact 
proportion to a certain capability of receiving it, but to all created beings and the angels of Heaven, the 
SON reveals the FATHER, kaq o ekastoV cwrei. He says that "although it be written that the angels 
behold the face of my FATHER, which is in heaven, yet even they see Him not as He is GOD, but only so 
far as they are capable of beholding Him. For JESUS Himself hath told us, 'No one hath seen the FATHER, 
but He who is of GOD, He hath seen the FATHER.' Angels therefore behold as far as they can, and 
thrones and dominions more than they; yet see not all His Majesty; they see as far as they are able to 
do, and as far as for them is needful. Together with the SON, so the HOLY SPIRIT also knoweth the 
FATHER. For no one knoweth the FATHER but the SON, and he to whom the SON shall have revealed 
Him. He seeth as is meet, and revealeth together with the SPIRIT and through the SPIRIT, according as 
each can contain GOD." 

So variously and extensively, in sense so vast and sublime, do the Fathers acknowledge all the principles 
that we maintain, of the law by which GOD imparts the knowledge of Himself. 


11. Origen's mode of considering the subject, as moral, not intellectual. 


If again we come to Origen, who dwells so much on the latent senses of Scripture, we shall find that he 
speaks of them as means which he considers that GOD has of trying and teaching us, by a sort of reserve 
and gradual disclosure. This he takes for granted in all his commentaries: his common allusion is of 
higher meanings being revealed unto the perfect: the Bible is, with him, the field in which the 
unsearchable riches which are in CHRIST are the hidden treasure: its Divine precepts are the goodly 
pearls, but there is one of great price, and this is the secret knowledge of CHRIST. It is like an instrument 
in which the music is asleep, until it is brought out by a skilful hand, such as that of the Psalmist of Israel, 
when all Scripture is found in perfect harmony, at the sound of which the evil spirit flies: thus he speaks 
in his Commentaries. But we should do him injustice to suppose that he would consider Scripture, on 
that account, a sealed book to those unlearned in the school of CHRIST. In his letter to Gregory, he says, 
"that the chief means to enter into the secret sense of Scripture is to knock at the door by prayer." In 
another place, he exhorts those who find difficulties in Scripture, not to despair, or be weary in reading. 
"For," he says, "as incantations have a certain natural power, so that he that understands them not yet 
derives something from them according to the character of the sounds, whether it be to his hurt, or the 
healing of his body or soul; so let him understand that more powerful than any incantations are the 
words of Divine Scripture." 

With observations of this kind respecting the secret sense of Scripture, he blends in other places some 
references to our LORD'S own teaching. Thus, in another place, speaking of the depth of wisdom 
contained in St. Paul's teaching, he says, "I will say nothing at present on all those things which 
throughout the Gospels are worthy of observation. Each of these passages contains much wisdom, such 



as is difficult of comprehension, not only to the multitude, but also to some persons of understanding, 
on account of the very profound meaning of the parables, which JESUS spake to those who were 
without: keeping the clear exposition of them for those who were more advanced in spiritual 
discernment, and who came to Him privately in the house. He who has perceived it, cannot but be full of 
admiration at the import of those expressions by which some are called those without, and others, 
those in the houses. And again, who would not be astonished at the frequent transitions of JESUS, if he 
be able to follow them? how for certain discourses or actions, or in order to His own transfiguration, He 
went up into a mountain. And how below He healed the sick, and such as were not able to ascend where 
His disciples were." 

And in another place, where he is speaking to the same effect, viz. that JESUS explained all things 
privately to His disciples, such as He deemed more worthy than others of Heavenly wisdom,-he remarks 
that "Paul, in the account of gifts which are bestowed of GOD, puts wisdom in the first place, and 
knowledge the next in order, and faith in the third and lower place." This principle, indeed, thoroughly 
imbues all the works of this great writer. Whatever may have been his errors, and however rash some of 
his speculations, yet one cannot but be impressed at the deep and broad views which he discloses to us 
in Scripture, although they may be such as it is beyond man to follow, and he may have erred in 
attempting it. Still, though we may not on some occasions approve of them in the particular, yet he 
leaves a general sacred impression that in Scripture we are treading on holy ground. 

From his very remarkable depth of thought and extensive insight into the wonders of nature and 
Revelation, he seems to have arrived at a sense of human ignorance. With the same vast and 
comprehensive view of the ways of Providence with our own great Butler, and a similar devotional piety, 
he seems to have wanted his practical sense and sobriety of judgment, and by a keen imagination to 
have been tempted to venture on those depths, which perhaps neither man nor angel is permitted to 
explore: yet, perhaps there is no writer who more constantly reminds us of the incompetency of the 
natural man to understand the mysteries of GOD. Thus, to use his own words, he says in his work 
against Celsus, "In the 17th Psalm it is said of God, after the Hebrew manner of speaking, that 'He hath 
made darkness His secret place,' to signify how unknown are worthy conceptions of GOD, who hath 
concealed Himself as it were in darkness, from those who are unable to bear the brightness of His 
knowledge, nor able to behold Him. Partly on account of the impurity of men's minds who are 
encompassed with infirmity, and partly from a natural incapability of understanding GOD. And to signify 
how few among mankind are found capable of the knowledge of GOD, Moses is described to have 
entered into the darkness in which GOD was. And again, Moses also shall approach unto GOD, and the 
rest shall not approach. And the Prophet, that he might set forth how deep are the doctrines which are 
concerning GOD, and which cannot be penetrated by them who have not that SPIRIT of GOD, which 
searcheth all things, even the deep things of GOD, hath spoken of His being "covered with the deep like 
as with a garment." And moreover, our SAVIOUR and LORD, the WORD of GOD, hath signified the 
greatness of the knowledge of the FATHER, that first of all it is worthily apprehended by Himself alone: 
secondly, by those whom the WORD shall illuminate with His guidance: when He says, 'No one knoweth 
the FATHER, but the SON, and he to whom the SON shall reveal Him.' He it is that dispelleth the 
darkness which the FATHER hath made His hiding place." 

The same extraordinary writer in another passage opens a very sublime and valuable sentiment, by 
introducing the analogy of GOD'S natural Providence to explain this law of the Scriptures, which so often 
wraps up mysterious wisdom in difficulties of thought of expression. 

"If," says he, speaking of the earnest and attentive reading of Scripture, "if, in particular places, to the 
unlearned there may occur sentiments which do not seem to surpass the wisdom of man, this is nothing 



to be wondered at: for thus in the works of that Providence which embraces all the world, some things 
appear more evidently the works of Divine superintendence, but in others this forethought is so 
concealed, as to afford occasion for unbelief in that GOD who governs all things by an unspeakable 
contrivance and power. For the hand and design of an all-disposing Governor is not so apparent in 
things on the earth, as it is in the sun, and the moon, and the stars. And it is not so manifest in human 
contingencies, as it is in the souls and bodies of living creatures; the object and design being strongly 
discernible to those who trace these things, concerning the impulses, instincts, and natures of animals, 
and the structure of their bodies. But, as in the case of those who have once rightly perceived this 
Providence, their faith in that Providence is not lessened on account of things which they understand 
not; so neither should the just sense of that Divinity, which extends throughout the whole of Scripture, 
suffer any diminution in our regard, on account of our not being able, from our own weakness, to 
perceive the hidden lustre of its doctrines in some particular passages, where it is concealed by homely 
and despised phrase." 


12. The subject discussed at length by St. Clement of Alexandria. 


Nothing has been yet said of Clement of Alexandria, and indeed little of the Alexandrian school, as the 
object has been rather to show the general consent of the Fathers than to bring forward the agreement 
of any one in particular with ourselves. Nor, indeed, was the writer at all aware till he had fully drawn 
out this subject himself, and finished the Scripture proof, that St. Clement of Alexandria, had 
philosophically discussed the same at great length in the fifth and sixth chapters of his Stromata. Fie 
alludes to it as the Scriptural mode of instruction throughout, and maintains, by many curious instances, 
that this reserve in communicating moral and religious truth was observed by all the heathen 
philosophers. He speaks of sacred knowledge progressively disclosing itself in this manner. "The 
violent," he says, "take the kingdom by force, offering violence not in contentious disputations, but by 
the persevering power of an upright life, and prayers 'without ceasing,' having worn out the stains of 
their former sins. To him," he says, "who walks according to the word, the first step towards discipline is 
the perception of his own ignorance. One who hath been ignorant, hath sought, and seeking, hath found 
the teacher; having found, he hath believed; and believing, hath hoped; and hoping in Him he loves Him; 
and loving, becomes assimilated into the object of his love; labouring to become that which he first hath 
loved." 

In the same book he says, that, "as the generality of people are not taken by the intrinsic lustre of 
wisdom and justice, nor value them according to truth, but to some accidental pleasure they may 
derive;" "therefore by some mode of concealment, truly divine and needful for us, the purely sacred 
Word is laid up in the secret shrine of truth. Such the Egyptians indicated by the adyta, and the Hebrews 
signified by the veil, which they alone might enter into who were consecrated to GOD, who were to 
have their hearts circumcised from other affections on account of the love of GOD alone." 

He then shows in numerous instances, how at all times the truth had been concealed, by enigmas, by 
signs and symbols, by allegories and metaphors, by dubious oracles, and to all this he applies the words 
of Isaiah, "I will give thee the treasures of darkness, and hidden riches of the secret places, that they 
may know that I am the LORD;" after showing many instances in which he thinks there was secret 
knowledge in the laws of the Old Testament, he shows it was so in the hieroglyphics of Egypt, in many 
expressions of Plato, in the Pythagorean mysteries, in the Platonic and Epicurean secrets, in the esoteric 



and exoteric doctrines of Aristotle, in the fictions of ancient poets. He says that the philosophers tried 
the sincerity of their hearers in their lives before they communicated divine knowledge to them. And 
besides, he says that, "through some sort of a veil truth itself appears greater and more venerable, like 
fruits which shine through water, and forms which are half concealed. Moreover when different modes 
of apprehension are held forth, the ignorant is deceived, the wise only understands." 

Of our own Scripture, he says in another place, it is plainly declared in the Psalms, that it is written in 
parables: "I will open my mouth in a parable," &c. And the illustrious Apostle speaks to the same effect: 
"but we speak wisdom among them that are perfect, but not the wisdom of this world, nor of the 
princes of this world, which come to naught, but we speak in a mystery the hidden wisdom of GOD. 
Which none of the princes of this world knew; for, had they known it, they would not have crucified the 
LORD of Glory." 

He often alludes to St. Paul as observing this rule of reserve, keeping, he says, to the prophetical and 
truly ancient mode of concealment (as in 1 Cor. ii. 6, 7; iii. 1, 2, 3): and he shows that St. Paul has, in 
numerous places, spoken of its being usual in Scripture thus to veil the truth (as in Eph. iii. 3, 4, 5; Col i. 
9, 10, 11 and 25, 26, 27; 1 Cor. iii. 10; viii. 7; and where he says to the Hebrews that, for the time, they 
ought to have known, considering how long they had had the Old Testament. 

It is difficult to do more than barely allude to what St. Clement says on a subject which he enters into so 
fully. In the sixth book, he applies the same, in some degree, to our SAVIOUR'S teaching: "Neither 
prophecy," he says, "nor our SAVIOUR Himself, promulgated the divine mysteries in a manner that they 
might be easily apprehended by all persons, but discoursed in parables. Certainly, the Apostles say 
concerning the LORD, 'that He spake all things in parables, and without a parable spake He not unto 
them;' and even in the Law and Prophets," he adds, "it was He that spake to them in parables." 

He thus explains the reason of this reserve in Scripture, and continues, "For many causes, therefore, the 
Scripture conceals its full import. First of all, that we may be given to inquiry, and watchful in the 
discovery of saving words. In the next place, because it was not good for all to understand the saving 
truths of the HOLY GHOST, lest they should be injured thereby, 

if they received otherwise what was intended for their salvation. Therefore it is, that those holy 
mysteries which are reserved for the elect, and for those who are from their faith judged worthy of 
knowledge, are concealed by parables. For such is the style of Scripture; wherefore our LORD also, being 
not of this world, yet came among men as if He were of this world; for He sustained the whole of 
(human) virtue, and was about to raise man, who had his dwelling here, to things high and spiritual, on 
from one world to another. Therefore, He hath made use of a metaphorical mode of Scripture, for such 
is a parable. A saying which is not itself the thing intended, but like it, and leading to it, and to the truth, 
him that understands it. Or, as some say, a mode of speech, which, by means of other subjects, brings 
forward the thing intended with power and effect. The whole economy of GOD, as it is exists in the 
Prophecies concerning our LORD, is a parable to those who did not know the truth." He then proceeds 
to say, that not the prophets only, but the disciples of our LORD, who preached the word after His 
death, used proverbs. And he afterwards adds to these observations: "For, as truth does not belong to 
all, it is concealed in various ways, and makes the light to arise on those only who are initiated in the 
mysteries of knowledge, and, on account of the love of it, seek the truth." 


13. The Testimony of the Ancient Church to the doctrine of Christ crucified. 



Now, all that has been adduced from the Fathers goes to establish this point, (independently of others,) 
that all Divine and saving knowledge is derived by pains on the part of man, and requires of preparation 
of the heart; this is implied by both the two subjects which have been discussed, the systematic 
discipline of the reserve, and also that of the secret senses of Scripture revealed only to good men. It is 
implied by all their modes of speaking of it. All these things suppose some method of discipline 
necessary to ascertain the truth: so that the will and the understanding should both be exercised at 
once. "The very method of all doctrine," says St. Augustine, "being partly most open, and partly by 
similitudes, in words, in deed, in sacraments, adapted to all the instruction, and all the exercise of the 
soul, serves as a method of discipline for the reason. For both is the unfolding of mysteries directed to 
those things which are spoken most openly; and, if these were only such things as are most easily 
understood, truth would neither be sought for with study, nor be discovered with delight. If in the 
Scriptures there were no sacraments, and if in the sacraments there were not symbols of truth, action 
and knowledge would not be sufficiently united. But now piety begins in fear, and is perfected in love." 

And the whole of this subject, respecting the difficulty of arriving at Divine knowledge, will also bear 
upon another great and essential principle, which has been alluded to in the former treatise; although it 
be but one and a partial development of it, viz. that CHRIST crucified is the first doctrine taught,-the 
knowledge of our LORD'S Divinity, the last men come to learn; that the study of the Cross of CHRIST, 
implying the humiliation of the natural man, leads to the living and practical sense of His Atonement; 
that through the humanity and sufferings of our LORD, men are brought to an union with the Godhead; 
that we cannot come to CHRIST but by bearing the Cross after Him, by which, as St. Bernard says, we are 
made to partake of that anointing which goeth forth from Him. The Fathers seem always to imply that 
the secrets of CHRIST'S kingdom are obtained only by a consistent course of self-denying obedience; 
that a knowledge of these things is not conveyed by mere words, nor is a matter of excited emotion, but 
is a practical knowledge of the heart, obtained more and more by self-renouncing duties of prayer and 
the like; and thus it is, that, by the Cross of CHRIST, we are brought to Him, and led on to the knowledge 
of GOD. So that this higher degree of faith "goeth not forth but by prayer and fasting." This is often 
either explicitly stated, or incidentally implied by Origen and others. St. Augustine sets it forth in the 
following beautiful and figurative passage. He compares the world to a sea that we must cross before 
we can arrive at the stable shore. He says, that "GOD has afforded the plank or wood by which we may 
reach the shore, and that wood is the Cross of CHRIST. For no one can pass over this sea, unless carried 
on the Cross of CHRIST. One who has no eyes to see embraces this Cross; and while from afar he knows 
not whither he is to go, if he looses not his hold on this wood, He will bear him to it." "This," he says, "I 
would wish to instil into your hearts, that, if you will live piously, and as a Christian cling to CHRIST in 
that which He has been made for us, you may arrive at Him in what he is and hath been in Himself." "It 
were better not to perceive in the understanding that which He is, if notwithstanding we adhere to the 
Cross of CHRIST, than to see Him in the understanding, and to despise the Cross of CHRIST. It were, 
indeed, best of all that that might be beheld to which we are going, and that he goeth might cling to that 
which should bear him thither." "And this hath been the case with those who are enlightened with 
higher degrees of faith. They have seen the shore from afar, and, in order to arrive at it, have loosed not 
their hold of the Cross of CHRIST, nor despised His humility. But those little ones who cannot understand 
this, if they depart not from the Cross of CHRIST, His Passion, and His Resurrection, they are carried by 
this ship to that which they behold not; and they who behold it arrive also thither in the same ship." 
"And why was He crucified? because the wood of His humility was necessary for thee. Thou wert 
swollen with pride, and cast far away from thy country. Thy way was intercepted by the waves of this 
world, and thou hadst no means to pass over to thy country, unless carried by the wood. Be carried in 



the ship, on this wood; believe in the Crucified, and thou shalt arrive thither. He was crucified for thee, 
that He might teach thee humility; and because if He had come as GOD, He would not have been 
acknowledged. For He neither cometh nor goeth in that He is GOD, inasmuch as He is every where 
present, and contained by no place. What, therefore, was His coming, but His appearing as Man." 

Such is the doctrine of the cross as taught by the Ancient Church, and confirmed by the according 
testimony of all Scripture; so far as we are able to trace a principle, which must be inconceivably vast, 
and incomprehensible in its nature and extent. 


14. The practice and principle of the Ancient Church perfectly analogous to our LORD'S example. 


The evidence therefore of Catholic Antiquity affords the fullest and most complete confirmation, in 
every point of principle and detail, to all that has been said in the former treatise respecting the conduct 
of our LORD when seen in the flesh. And as our LORD has vouchsafed His presence to be with His 
Church, and the condition of that His presence is union and agreement; therefore in this concurrent 
acknowledgment to this principle we have again in the eyes of Faith our LORD'S presence, His spiritual 
as before His bodily presence. There is a wonderful analogy in all GOD'S dealings with mankind; in the 
conclusion of Part II. (Tract No. 80.) it was observed that a perfect parallel might be found throughout 
our moral nature, wherein He who is "the light which lighteth every man that cometh into the world" 
discloses Himself. The same exact parallel may now be shown as He is revealed in His Church. (And that 
independently of the occasional testimony which the foregoing extracts bear to the conduct of our 
LORD having been as we describe, in the way of historical allusion to the fact.) 

First of all, as our LORD in the flesh concealed His divinity and His miracles, so did the Disciplina Arcani of 
the early Church do the same. It was that high doctrine that this system concealed, and the nature of 
those Sacraments, which are as it were a continued miracle in His Church. 

Secondly, it appears that, as our LORD spake by parable things hard to be understood t o the multitude, 
and explained them to His chosen disciples, so does the Catholic and Primitive mode of interpreting 
Scripture imply that all the Holy Word is like a parable, containing within it Divine wisdom, such as is 
disclosed to the faithful and good Christian.-That, if we are inclined to feel surprised at our LORD'S not 
making Himself publicly known to His enemies in His power and wisdom, the early Church suffered 
herself to be under the same obloquy and misinterpretation among heathens, who were singularly 
ignorant of the nature of Christianity.-That, as our LORD implied that there was great and increasing 
danger to those who knew His will, so, in a manner quite different to our modern notions, do the 
Ancients imply, that great danger is to be apprehended from knowing the Gospels, and not acting 
suitably to that knowledge.-That, as the Gospels indicate throughout that the benefit conferred on every 
individual was exactly according to his faith, to the effort he made to ask, or to touch the hem of our 
SAVIOUR'S garment, so do the Fathers also teach that exactly according to the advancement of holiness 
of life, or the effort to advance, does CHRIST disclose the Eternal FATHER. That, as our LORD continually 
pointed out to natural objects, as conveying spiritual instruction and the Wisdom of GOD,-the birds as 
teaching filial confidence, the lilies of the field humility, the seed sown the nature of the eternal 
kingdom,-so do the Fathers speak of nature itself being also but a clothing, by which the ALMIGHTY was 
concealed from us, and revealed to those who read His works with faith. Finally, it would appear that, as 
the mortification of the Cross, and keeping the commandments, was our LORD'S teaching to all 
indiscriminately, and to those who were thus brought to Him that He made known His Divinity; so the 



object of the Disciplina Arcani was to effect this purpose, to procure a preparation of the heart previous 
to the imparting of the highest knowledge. That such is throughout the teaching of the Fathers, that the 
Doctrine of the Cross is among them one of extensive meaning, containing both the humiliation of the 
natural man, and in conjunction with it the knowledge of our LORD'S Divinity and Atonement. 

PART V. 

The Principle opposed to certain modern religious opinions. 


1. The nature of the objections which have been made. 


IT is very evident that the mere mention of such a principle as this subject indicates would immediately 
be met with the very strongest objections, before it is at all considered what is really meant by it. For let 
it be only suggested that Holy Scripture observes a rule of reserve, it may be answered at once by the 
strong and distinct contradiction, that the very word Revelation, directly declares the contrary; for is it 
not the very purpose of Scripture to communicate knowledge, not to conceal it? Does not, it may be 
said, its very graciousness depend on this very circumstance, that it reveals GOD'S goodness to His 
creatures, sitting in darkness and the shadow of death; as well might it be said that the very object of 
light is to darken, of communication to conceal. And this argument, when not thus stated, might be put 
at great length, by adducing passages of Holy Writ which declare expressly their very object,-that its 
purpose is to reveal. But all these texts, thus adduced, need not be separately referred to, or answered, 
as the whole argument which they are brought to prove runs up into, and is contained in, this very 
simple statement, viz., that Scripture is a system of revelation; to imply therefore that it is a system of 
reserve, is at once a palpable contradiction. 

And it is curious that the very texts, adduced in this mode of treating the subject, often imply or suggest 
all that we maintain. To refer to figurative language, it is said, does not GOD "deck Flimself with light, 
like as with a garment?" Whereas this very expression conveys it; for does not a garment veil in some 
measure that which it clothes? is not that very light concealment? The revelations of GOD must ever be 
to mankind in one sense mysteries; whatever Fie makes known opens to view far more which we know 
not. Not light only, but the "cloud" also, is the especial emblem of the SPIRIT'S presence. "GOD is light," 
but "clouds and darkness," also "are round about Him;" "His pavilion is in dark waters, with thick clouds 
to cover Him." The comings and goings of our LORD are often significantly said to be with clouds; of 
Wisdom, that hath made her dwelling in Jacob, it is said, that she "dwells in high places, and her throne 
is in a cloudy pillar. She alone compasses the circuit of the heaven, and walks in the bottom of the 
deep." 

In the same manner of considering the subject, which we have spoken of, it might be said, that St. Paul, 
a person of all others the most laborious in preaching, had no other object than that of declaring the 
Gospel to the world; and what did the Gospel contain of good tidings, but the Atonement? It might 
further be stated, (though I am not aware it has been,) that a certain parrhsia, or openness in confessing 
the truth, was the very characteristic of St. Paul; it was the very object of his prayers; and his request, 
that it might be that of others for him, that this free utterance and boldness of speech might be given 
him. It was his boasting that he had thus spoken; he appealed to his converts that he had kept back 
nothing from them that it was expedient for them to know. "With great boldness to speak the truth," is 
one of the first gifts of the SPIRIT, as bestowed on the Apostles on the day of Pentecost; and "utterance" 
is numbered among the highest Christian graces. Now all this is not only granted, but also that if any 
thing here maintained would imply conduct different from that of the Apostle, would in any way 



derogate from the necessity of that parrhsia, it would of course be to be condemned in the strongest 
manner: of this there could be no doubt. It is needless to observe, that to withhold the truth from fear 
or false shame or pride is to be ashamed of CHRIST, to which that awful warning is denounced. Let it 
therefore, if necessary, be explicitly stated that if any conduct is supposed to be here taught different 
from that which would have been practised by St. Paul, among inspired Apostles, by St. Chrysostom, 
among Ancient Fathers, and by the earnest and single-hearted Bishop Wilson, in our own Church, such is 
far from being the intention of this treatise. 

With regard to that mode of argument alluded to, it is evident that in this manner Holy Scripture might 
be quoted against itself, and a principle based on one command utterly repudiated without 
consideration, on account of its supposed discrepancy with another apparently opposed to it. But in 
such cases, it is by reconciling and explaining such apparent contradictions that we obtain the most 
life-giving principles contained within them, and the most important rules of conduct; thus we derive 
them best and most safely. These difficulties are like the hardness of an external covering, which 
preserves and guards the most precious fruits of nature, and affords trouble at arriving at them. That 
this reserve is not incompatible with such a declaration of the truth is evident from this, that the two 
persons whom we should select as most remarkable for fulness and freedom of speech, St. Paul and St. 
Chrysostom, are equally as much so for their reserve. For the Fathers speak of its being most observable 
in St. Paul; and it is evident how it marks his writings, especially when he touches on the subject of 
mysteries. Perhaps the most obvious passage that could be adduced, which seems at first against this 
supposition, is that in which St. Paul says, he "had kept back nothing that was profitable;" and it is 
remarkable of this text, so often quoted against us, first of all, that it was spoken to the Ephesians, to 
whom we know that St. Paul beyond all others revealed spiritual knowledge; secondly, that they were 
not the Church at large, but the elders of Ephesus; and, thirdly, to show how differently the ancients 
viewed these things, on referring to St. Chrysostom, we find he marks as emphatic the word "that was 
profitable, twn sumferontwn; for there were some things," he says, "which it was not expedient for 
them to learn; to speak every thing would have been folly." And as to St. Chrysostom himself, he often 
refers to this reserve, as an acknowledged principle, and it is observable that though he sometimes 
shows he is fully impressed with the secret senses of Scripture, yet in his Homilies he seldom alludes to 
them. 


2. On preaching the word most effectually. 


But with regard to that short and summary manner in which the whole subject may be got rid of by 
saying, that, notwithstanding all such speculative and abstract principles, it is nevertheless our duty to 
"preach the WORD" (i.e. CHRIST Crucified) "in season, and out of season," and woe be to us, if we do it 
not. Doubtless it is so; a "dispensation is committed" unto us, a talent which it would be death to hide. 
And to this it must be said, that the principle of Reserve which we mention is so far from being in any 
way inconsistent with this duty, that it is but the more effectual way of fulfilling it. And this may be 
shown by another case very similar. It is our bounden duty to "let our light shine before men," to set a 
good example, that they "may see our good works:" but nevertheless it is true notwithstanding, that the 
great Christian rule of conduct, as the very foundation of all holiness, is that our religious actions should 
be in secret as much as possible. These two therefore are perfectly compatible. And unless we do act 
upon this latter principle, that of hiding our good works, our example will be quite empty and valueless. 
So also may it not be the case, that our "preaching CHRIST Crucified" may be in vain and hollow, unless it 



be founded on this principle of natural modesty, which we have maintained will always accompany the 
preaching of a good man under the teaching of GOD? 

But without considering the subject in the light of a holy and religious principle, if we put it on the very 
lowest ground, why, it may be asked, in religion are all truths to be taught at once? in all other matters 
there is a gradual inculcation, something must be withheld, something taught first; and is not the 
knowledge of religion as much a matter of degrees as any human science? But we have rather treated it 
here in the higher point of view, in order to show that our efforts to do good will be worse than fruitless, 
unless in doing so we act on this principle, to sanctify and strengthen our intentions, that the contrary 
mode of proceeding is not an indifferent matter, but very injurious. If any one acts on the pure love of 
GOD, there is no occasion to command this secrecy; for GOD will doubtless "reveal even this unto him:" 
and if we preach CHRIST from the highest motives there is no occasion to teach this reserve; but if we 
are liable to be influenced by new religious schemes, and indirect motives, we have great need of the 
warning. 

And the fact is, that all we say is so natural, so obvious to natural modesty, if men would but seriously 
consider it, that those who are most opposed to all that we maintain, do in themselves practise it 
unconsciously in other points. But when they hear of this Tract, without waiting to know what it intends, 
they hasten to the attack: like the hasty servant in Aristotle, akouei men ti tou logou, parakouei de, and 
akousaV men, ouk epitagma de akousaV, orma proV thn timwrian. 

It is asked with some degree of impatience, "Is not knowledge good for man?" Doubtless we have 
maintained it most especially by making it the highest of all things, as a talent of exquisite work, the very 
jewel of great price, infinitely divine and sacred. We do not lower the doctrine of the Atonement, but 
heighten and exalt it, and all we say is, that it should be looked upon and spoken of with reverential 
holiness. If it is the name of Reserve only which is objectionable, then let the substance of this article be 
expressed by any other which may be found equally to serve the purpose, whether it be forbearance, or 
reverence, or seriousness, or religious caution, as long as the full intention of it is equally preserved. 

A rule of moral and religious teaching of such a nature as this of course requires a little attention: there 
is no subject with which the generality of persons are so little acquainted, or which they have so little 
considered, as that of practical moral principles. And there often may be something in their mode of life, 
which peculiarly indisposes them to enter into the one now under discussion. If a person has never been 
engaged in religious teaching, where his object has been to bring men to a serious consideration of the 
truth; if he is known to look upon theology rather in a political than a religious point of view; if he is 
much used to popular speaking, and the applause that accompanies it; if he allows himself to discuss the 
most sacred subjects in the daily periodical; if he has never been trained to any reverence for holy 
places; if he considers Christianity as a mere popular system; if he disparages sacraments: then of course 
we cannot consider such an one as an adequate and fair judge on a subject the very nature of which is 
opposed to his own practice; for the discernment of every moral principle depends on conduct 
regulated with regard to it. 


3. On teaching the doctrine of the Atonement. 


But there is another reason, more pervading and deeply rooted than any of these, although in various 
ways connected with them, which remains to be considered. All the objections are made without 



reference to the case we adduce, and without attention to the arguments, on account of a previously 
conceived strong bias against it; which makes it necessary that we inquire more at length into that 
system of the day which has claimed for itself the inmost sanctuary of religion, and at once predisposes 
men so strongly to be so thoroughly opposed to all that we can urge. All the arguments adduced, and 
the principle maintained, are at once looked upon with respect to that system; all other matters to 
which it applies, and all the circumstances on which it is founded, are immediately set aside as unworthy 
of consideration, because this system of late years and of human invention is through all its branches 
thoroughly opposed to it: and many, and more than are aware of it, have taken up their position in 
these opinions, and consider it so impregnable, that whatever opposes it must necessarily be false. The 
system of which I speak is characterized by these circumstances, an opinion that it is necessary to 
obtrude and "bring forward prominently and explicitly on all occasions the doctrine of the Atonement." 
This one thing it puts in the place of all the principles held by the Church Catholic, dropping all 
proportion of the faith. It disparages comparatively, nay, in some cases has even blasphemed, the most 
blessed Sacraments. It is very jealously afraid of Church authority, of fasting and mortification being 
recommended, of works of holiness being insisted on, of the doctrine of the universal judgment. It is 
marked by an unreserved discourse on the holiest subjects. To this system all that we have said is 
thoroughly opposed. 

Now it is evident that this system is throughout peculiar, in distinction from what is Catholic: by the 
term Catholic we of course mean a combination of what the Universal Church and the Holy Scripture 
teach conjointly, the former as interpreting the latter. It is a plan thoroughly un-Scriptural, un-Catholic, 
unreal: we will therefore at once allow that this maxim of Reserve is directly opposed to it throughout, 
in its tone and spirit, in its tendencies and effects, in its principles and practices. Where Christians so 
thoroughly differ, what appeal can there be? When inspired Apostles, when even Paul and Barnabas, 
had a dissension and disputation between them, they were sent up to Jerusalem unto the Apostles and 
Elders about the question, to decide the point in dispute. We appeal to Scripture and the Church. Now 
those who hold these opinions will allow that the Church Catholic holds them not. Neither does 
Scripture warrant them; which may be easily shown, even though we allow not the Church as its 
interpreter. Nor, indeed, are they grounded on Holy Scripture, but on a supposed expediency. For in fact 
the advocates of these opinions will not allow an unreserved appeal to the written WORD, but they 
maintain, that then only, when the HOLY SPIRIT was given, did Holy Scripture set forth the Atonement 
with that fullness which they require. Thus have the contrived to take a position which sets aside almost 
the whole of Holy Writ, including the Gospels themselves, from any appeal on this subject. In fact, this 
system is nothing else but a method of human device, which is able to quote a part of Scripture for its 
purpose. It is not according to the general tenor or the analogy of Scripture, nor is it founded or based 
on Scripture as its origin. They consider, like the Romanists, that they infallibly hold the truth, which 
must therefore be a fuller development of Scripture in a later age; thus, in fact, do they make the Word 
of GOD of none effect through their tradition. These opinions indeed, are grounded on nothing else but 
certain effects, which this system is thought to produce. 

It is supposed that there is something particularly life-giving and heart-searching in these modes of 
teaching, which thrust forth exclusively and indiscriminately the doctrine of the ever blessed 
Atonement, and inculcate loudly the necessity of our dependence on the good SPIRIT of GOD: and these 
are so considered in distinction from those, which in connexion with them inculcate also practical duties, 
and the various departments of public and private religious worship. In which opinion there is indeed 
something true, but not so in the mode in which it is put forward and understood. There is indeed a 
great truth, of which these peculiar statements catch at the shadow, and it is their connexion with this 
great truth itself, which has caused them to be received as the whole of Religion. And perhaps many, 



who have appeared to themselves and others to have been embracing these popular opinions, have, in 
fact, by GOD'S mercy thought of, and practically embraced, nothing else but that great truth itself. For 
that a more adequate sense of the Atonement, broader, and higher, and deeper views of the mystery 
which is "hid in CHRIST," is indeed the perfection of the Christian character, that which grows with its 
growth, and is strengthened together with it more and more, so that advancement in holiness is a 
continual progress in self-abasement and self-renunciation towards that repose which is in GOD 
"manifested in JESUS CHRIST;" this is indeed most true. And the same is the case with respect to that 
other opinion of it being needful to name always the ever blessed SPIRIT of GOD; that the same gradual 
perfection of a Christian will consist in a deeper and continually increasing sense of his utter inability to 
support himself in spiritual life, and a confidence that he can do all things through CHRIST strengthening 
him: a feeling consciousness of thorough dependence on GOD every moment of his existence, not only 
in sustaining his natural, but much more his new and regenerate life.-That all the differences in the 
heart of men, from the worst to the most perfect, will consist in the different mode in which they have 
instilled and thoroughly infused into their hearts these great principles: this is indeed most true. But 
how is this state to be obtained? These peculiar opinions are formed on the supposition, that it is by 
declaring these truths aloud to all we meet. This is the point on which we are at issue. For this we think 
there is no sanction in all the laws of our moral nature and religious philosophy; that there is none for it 
in the Catholic Church, none in Holy Scripture; and any manner of bringing forward GOD'S truth as 
differing from these, we suppose highly dangerous. If we are to look out for some practical guide to 
know in what way we are to hold and declare Scriptural doctrine, surely it is our duty to bring forward 
"the faith once for all delivered unto the saints," in the fulness of that creed into which we are baptized; 
is not this the divinely appointed guardian, by which we may keep what is contained in Holy Scripture in 
its due proportions, which has been afforded us as a key to the right understanding of Scripture, and 
also an authoritative annunciation of what in doctrine we are to hold and teach. For of course if we put 
forth one truth to the suppression or disparagement of others, the effect of our teaching may be 
equivalent to falsehood, and not truth. That the preparations of the heart which can alone receive the 
faith in its fullness, are by other means than those which this system supposes, we cannot but be 
assured; Scripture and reason both would imply that it is by insisting first of all, if need be, on natural 
piety, on the necessity of common honesty, on repentance, on judgment to come, and without any 
mode of expression that excepts ourselves from that judgment; by urging those assistances to poverty 
of spirit, which Scripture recommends and the Church prescribes, such as fasting and alms, and the 
necessity of reverent and habitual prayer. These may be means of bringing persons to the truth as it is in 
JESUS CHRIST, with that awe and fear, which our LORD'S own teaching and that of His Apostles would 
inspire; surely above all things should we be careful not to be deceiving ourselves and others by an 
irreverent handling of GOD'S most sacred consolations. For otherwise are we not going against what our 
LORD declared to be His own teaching? Are we not putting "new wine into old bottles," the Gospel 
blessings into the corruptions of the old man, of which we know the consequence? Are we not putting 
"new cloth on an old garment;" the new cloth of the Christian Church on the old garment of the Jewish 
legal Church? Are we not exposing the sacred thing of God committed to our charge, the secret 
treasures of His house, to our own great injury, and in a way to have evil effects on others also? May not 
such a mode of exposing all the riches of our Christian inheritance be likened to the conduct of King 
Hezekiah, when he showed all his treasures to the king of Babylon, "all that is in mine house," said he, 
"have they seen; there is nothing among my treasures that I have not showed them;" and for this the 
sentence was declared, that to Babylon his children and his treasures should be taken. In like manner, 
the world will take captive those who thus lose their secret strength by a vain display; and this is, in 
effect, the same as our LORD has said in those words, "They will trample them under foot, and turn 
again and rend you." 



With regard to the notion that it is necessary to "bring forward the doctrine of the Atonement on all 
occasions, prominently and exclusively," it is really difficult to say any thing in answer to an opinion, 
however popular, when one is quite at a loss to know on what grounds the opinion is maintained. Is it 
from its supposed effects? Pious frauds might be supported on the same principle: but let us observe 
these effects as they become more fully developed: the fruits of the system have shown themselves in 
the disobedience of ministers to their ecclesiastical superiors, of individuals to their appointed ministers, 
of whole bodies of Christians to the Church. Is it the popularity of the opinion? this is not a test of truth, 
but an argument of the contrary; Christian truth is in itself essentially unpopular; and even were it 
otherwise, what is popularity when it is opposed to Catholic antiquity? Is it from Scripture? we have 
shown that the tone and Spirit of Holy Scripture is quite opposed to it. 

Do we then maintain that it is to be intentionally and designedly withdrawn from all public mention? 
nothing of this kind has been ever suggested or practised by us; this would of course be as unnatural as 
the other. Why should we not be content to act naturally, with the Church and Divine Scripture for our 
guides? why should not a conscience exercised therein, and practised in the discernment of good and 
evil, be content to act as our common sense and judgment, or, if we may reverently use such words, as 
the HOLY SPIRIT, ever enlightening the path of obedience, dictates, without shaping our conduct into 
this mould? Why should one who thus acts be thought unworthy of the Christian name? Why should it 
be thought necessary to bring proof and induction, and, as it were by a stretch of charity, to obtain 
some indication that such an one denies not the doctrine of the Atonement? which has been done in 
the case of the Fathers and Saints of old, and of Bishop Butler and others in our own Church. 

It may be said, are we not saved by faith alone in CHRIST, and if so, what else have we to preach? It may 
be answered by another question, was it not the very office of the Baptist to be the herald of CHRIST, 
and yet, so little did he publicly make a practice of declaring this, that there was a doubt whether he was 
not himself the CHRIST: but instead of proclaiming Him aloud, he taught Repentance, and to each 
individual amendment of life. The Baptist declared, "I came that He might be manifested, but how was 
He to be manifested, excepting, as our LORD said, that He would manifest Himself unto him that kept 
His commandments." Therefore the Forerunner preached repentance. When he did allude to the 
Atonement, in the expression of "the LAMB of GOD," it was secretly and obscurely, and probably only to 
a few chosen and favoured disciples, who themselves could not have understood the clear meaning of 
the allusion, to whom it must have been a dark saying. Doubtless, we are saved by faith in CHRIST alone; 
but to come to know this in all its power, if the very perfection of the Christian; not to be instilled or 
obtained by lifting up the voice in the street, but by obedience and penitence, so that, as each man 
advances in holiness of life, and comes the more to know what GOD is, the more does he feel himself, 
with the Saints of all ages, to be the chief of sinners. But as for that assurance and sensible confidence, 
with which it is thought necessary that the doctrine should be preached and received, it would seem as 
if there was scarcely any thing against the subtle effect of which we are so much guarded in Holy 
Scripture as this: all those who are recorded as being most approved, were remarkable for the absence 
of it; as in the case of the Centurion, the Canaanitish woman, and others; above all, of those who at the 
last day shall be surprised with the welcome tidings that they are accepted: on the contrary, those who 
are rejected shall come with that plea of confidence, because they have prophesied in CHRIST'S name, 
and He has taught in their street, and will be condemned with emphatic words, as they that work 
iniquity; whereby the whole stress is thrown on that single point, which those who hold these opinions 
are most studious to make of secondary importance, the necessity of working righteousness. 

Surely the doctrine of the Atonement may be taught in all its fulness, on all occasions, and all seasons, 
more effectually, more really, and truly, according to the proportion of the faith, or the need of 
circumstances, without being brought out from the context of Holy Scripture into prominent and explicit 



mention. Did not St. James preach the Gospel most effectually under the guidance of GOD'S good 
SPIRIT? Did not St. Paul preach the Gospel to the Thessalonians, when he spoke of the day of Judgment, 
as well as to the Galatians, when in answer to certain Jewish prejudices, he set forth the only remission 
of sins to be found in the Cross of CHRIST? May not we regulate our teaching according to the case of 
the persons we address, as they did? But above all, did not our LORD preach the Gospel? Did He not say 
to the two disciples who came from St. John the Baptist, "To the poor the Gospel is preached?" But how 
was it preached? We know what His preaching was; He taught the Atonement always, but never openly: 
He taught it always, but never openly: He taught it always; He taught it in the Beatitudes, in the 
parables, in His miracles, in His commands, in His warnings, in His promises; He taught it always, but 
always covertly, never at all in the manner now required, but quite the opposite. And as it pervaded all 
our LORD'S teaching; and ought to do, as we have stated, the teaching of every good Christian; so surely 
it may do so in a way to be more effectually impressed on others, and to indicate its thorough reception 
into the character of the speaker, by one who might have never prominently and explicitly declared it, 
any more than our LORD does in His own teaching. It may be impressed on others by the tone of a 
person's whole thoughts, by the silent instruction of his penitent and merciful demeanour, by 
immediate inference and implication from his sayings, by the only interpretation which his words will 
bear; but above all things, by the doctrine of the Sacraments ever influencing his life; He may thus ever 
bear about in the body the marks of the LORD JESUS, and preach CHRIST Crucified. Whereas, on the 
contrary, another who expressed this doctrine with all the fulness which is now required, might in all the 
tone of his disposition, his teaching, his whole bearing and observation, be as far from it as one who had 
never heard of it; and adopt this tone to the great injury of himself and others. The important thing 
needed consists in those preparations of the heart, which may lead men to humiliation and contrition; 
when this is done, He who "dwells with the humble and contrite," will never fail to lead them to all the 
consolations of Religion. Let us consider the case of a friend who consulted us on a matter that afflicted 
his conscience, how tender and careful should we be in such a case for fear of administering consolation 
too speedily, lest by so doing we check the workings of GOD'S good SPIRIT, and heal too slightly His 
wounds to our friend's great detriment: and shall we do this to all indiscriminately? 

But besides this, the awful name of the blessed SPIRIT, without whom we can neither think nor do any 
thing that is right, is, as is supposed, ever in like manner to be proclaimed as it were in the market-place, 
and those who do not do so, are supposed to deny His power, the power of the ever blessed SPIRIT of 
GOD, in whose Name we were baptized, Whom in the doxology we confess daily, in Whom we live and 
move. Let these sacred words be introduced in our teaching, as they are in Holy Scripture. But even from 
this we almost shrink at feeling that they have been used in an unreal manner, and "taken in vain;" for 
these holiest of words may be constantly used by us, when we are not at all affected and influenced by 
so concerning a doctrine, which may be seen by the whole of our character in daily life, and tone of our 
teaching; by self-confidence, and an absence of that fear and trembling, which ever follows the 
consciousness, that it is GOD that worketh in us both to will and to do. And what is done in such a case? 
Is the effect merely nugatory? Surely not: great injury is done by this irreverence to that most sacred 
Name. There is far less chance of real repentance in such a case. 

Surely this great and life-giving doctrine might be taught more truly by one who practised no obtrusive 
system of this sort; to say nothing of his practical instructions, every word of which might be calculated 
to teach a person dependence on GOD; but even by his silence. For instance, might not one like holy 
Simeon, (whom sacred Scripture has so strongly marked as one under the gracious guidance of the good 
SPIRIT, by the expression, thrice repeated, that "the HOLY SPIRIT was upon him," that it was "revealed 
unto him of the HOLY SPIRIT," that "he came by the SPIRIT into the temple;" ) might not such a one, by 
daily frequenting "the House of Prayer," with that earnestness and assiduity which showed that he felt 



himself unable to stand for a day without assistance from above, learn and teach so affecting a truth, as 
well as by set declarations concerning it? Might he not, by these habitual practices, be rendered meet to 
find CHRIST in His Temple, and to prophesy in His name? 


4. Danger in forming a plan of our different from that of Scripture. 


Surely we know not what we do, when we venture to make a scheme and system of our own respecting 
the revelations of GOD. His ways are so vast and mysterious, that there may be some great presumption 
in our taking one truth, and forming around it a scheme from notions of our own. It may not be the way 
to arrive at even that truth; and also it may counteract some others, which it is equally important that 
we should be impressed with. The very idea of forming such a scheme, arises from a want of a due sense 
of the depth and vastness of the Divine counsels, as if we could comprehend them. It is with states of 
society as with individuals; those whose thoughts and knowledge are most superficial, are most apt to 
systematize; and it is very little considered what awful things in the economy of GOD may be thus 
habitually kept out of sight,-kept out of sight, perhaps, by many quite unconsciously; for the secret 
influence of these opinions is more extensive than they are aware of, who are subject to them. It is not 
an uncommon thing to hear sermons which are throughout specious and plausible, which seem at first 
sight Scriptural, and are received as such without hesitation, and yet, on a little consideration, it will 
appear that they are but partial views of the truth, that they are quite inconsistent with the much 
forgotten doctrine of a future judgment. What effect, therefore, must this system have upon an age and 
whole nation? 

Nor is it only in its not supporting the analogy of faith, that this system is opposed to Scripture; but its 
spirit and mode of teaching is quite different. It may be observed in this, that this scheme puts 
knowledge first, and obedience afterwards: let this doctrine, they say, be received, and good works will 
necessarily follow. Holy Scripture throughout adopts the opposite course. In many and extensive senses, 
the language it adopts, and the plan it pursues, is on the principle that "the law is the schoolmaster, to 
bring us to CHRIST;" "that he who will do the will shall know of the doctrine;" whereas this teaching is, 
"receive only this doctrine and you will do the will." The kind of secondary way, and as it were in the 
back ground, in which the necessity of obedience is put in this system, is the very opposite to Scriptural 
teaching. Scripture ever introduces the warning clause, "If ye keep the commandments;" they, on the 
contrary, "If ye do not think of them too much." 

And again, is there not an extraordinary confusion and perplexity raised, which has the effect of 
entangling men's minds with words and phrases? Are there not frequently logical fallacies, couched in 
verbal inaccuracies, which will appear, on a little consideration, to be mere confusions of expression, yet 
ever leave a false impression? Christian repentance is spoken of as something not only separate from, 
but opposed to CHRIST. The effect of Christian good works is treated as having a tendency to puff us up 
with pride and selfishness: works, that is of humility and charity, exercised in secret, purely with the 
desire of pleasing GOD, for of course such only are good works which could be insisted on (though of 
course what they mean must be bad works, those of hypocrisy). Or again, that religious services weaken 
our dependence on the good SPIRIT; or, in other words, that frequent and constant prayers to GOD for 
His assistance, diminish our reliance on GOD. Or again, that the deep and awful sense of judgment to 
come derogates from CHRIST'S atonement, as if the most earnest consideration of the former did not 
most impress the unspeakable worth of the latter. Or again, that to insist on the value of the 



Sacraments, is to derogate from CHRIST; for when it is considered that there is no value whatever 
supposed in those Sacraments, excepting from CHRIST'S presence in them, and His atoning blood 
communicated through them, this is precisely the same as if the same charge were brought against 
attaching too high a value to the Holy Scriptures; for it might be said that we put the Scriptures in the 
place of CHRIST. It is very painful to be obliged to speak of these things. To answer them, we must come 
to plain first axioms in morals, such as the following. 


5. Statement of the case from plain moral principles. 


Religious doctrines and articles of faith can only be received according to certain dispositions of the 
heart; these dispositions can only be formed by a repetition of certain actions. And therefore a certain 
course of action can alone dispose us to receive certain doctrines; and hence it is evident that these 
doctrines are in vain preached, unless these actions are at the same time practised and insisted on as 
most essential. 

For instance, charitable works alone will make a man charitable, and the more any one does charitable 
works, the more charitable he will become; that is to say, the more will he love his neighbour and love 
GOD; for a charitable work is a work that proceeds from charity or the love of GOD, and which can only 
be done by the good SPIRIT of GOD: and the more he does these works therefore, the more will he love 
his neighbour and love GOD: and he who does not (in heart and intention at least) perform these works, 
will not be a charitable man, i.e., will not love GOD or his neighbour: and those are not charitable works 
which have not this effect; for no external act, such as the giving away of money, is necessarily a work of 
charity, but only such as consists in the exercise of the principle of charity. He therefore will, most of all, 
love GOD and love CHRIST, who does these works most; and he will most bring men to CHRIST, who 
most effectually, with GOD'S blessing, induces them to do these works in the way that GOD hath 
required them to be the same. 

Or again, he will only be humble in heart who does humble actions; and no action is (morally speaking) 
an humble action but such as proceeds from the spirit of humility; and he who does humble actions 
most will be most humble; and he who is most humble will be most emptied of self-righteousness, and 
therefore will most of all value the Cross of CHRIST, being least of all sensible of his own good deeds: 
and the more he does these works, the more will the HOLY SPIRIT dwell with him, according to the 
promises of Scripture, and the more fully will he come to the knowledge of that mystery which is hid in 
CHRIST. That teacher, therefore, who will most induce men to do these works, will most of all bring men 
unto CHRIST, though he speaks not most fully and loudly of His ever blessed Atonement. 

Or again, good works consist especially in Prayers. He who does most of these good works, i.e., he who 
prays most, seeks most of all for an assistance out of, and beyond himself, and therefore relies least of 
all on himself and most of all upon GOD; and the more he does these good works, the more does he rely 
upon GOD'S good Spirit, for which he seeks. He, therefore, who, by preaching the judgment to come, or 
by recommending alms and fasting, or by impressing men with a sense of the shortness of life and the 
value of eternity, or by any such practical appeals which the occasion suggests, will lead men most to 
pray, will do most towards leading them to lean on GOD'S good SPIRIT, although he may not repeat in 
express words the necessity of aid from that good SPIRIT, without whom we cannot please GOD. 


To say, therefore, that such works, which alone are good works, tend to foster pride, and are a seeking 



for expiations beyond the one great Atonement, conveys a most dangerous fallacy: when the works 
which are intended, if the words can be applied to anything worthy of condemnation, must be bad 
works, those of ostentation, of hypocrisy, or superstition, and the like, which, of course, the oftener they 
are repeated, the more do they make men ostentatious, hypocritical, or superstitious; and so do take 
them from the Cross of CHRIST. They are sins against which we cannot warn men too much; sins 
repeatedly condemned by CHRIST, who never condemns or disparages good works, but insists upon 
them always and throughout most earnestly. Let hypocrisy, in all its shapes, be condemned as Scripture 
condemns, and we shall fully understand such teaching. Or again, consider the case morally with regard 
to the teaching of Repentance. For instance, take the deceivable sin of covetousness, of which we are all 
in danger. A covetous man is he who trusts in riches; and so far as any one trusts in riches, in that degree 
he cannot trust in GOD, and therefore can have no saving sense of the atonement of CHRIST, or 
dependence on the good SPIRIT of GOD. And if his feelings are excited on the subject of these doctrines, 
while he is under the influence of this vice, it cannot be any thing better than a mere delusion of the 
fancy; and therefore that teacher who will most of all lead men to abandon and get rid of covetousness, 
will render their minds most open to receive these two great doctrines of the Gospel; as seen in the case 
of Zaccheus, when salvation came to his house as a true child of faith; and in our LORD'S advice to all to 
sell and give alms. The same inference may be drawn with regard to the love of praise, in which case it 
may likewise be shown that it follows as a plain moral consequence, what our Lord has declared, that 
they cannot "believe who receive honour one of another." So also with respect to impurity of heart; for 
a man of impure heart may be very sensible affected by these touching and vital doctrines of the 
Gospel; and yet it is certain that he cannot receive them rightly; for the pure in heart alone can see GOD; 
and therefore can alone see, so as rightly to understand, these doctrines in which GOD is manifested. 
That minister, therefore, who, by preaching the terrors of the judgment day, or by any other Scriptural 
means, induces men to repent of these crimes, will necessarily, and by a plain moral consequence, open 
their eyes, their ears, their heart, to receive the high saving principles of the Gospel; though he speaks 
not explicitly of them any more than the Baptist did, or our LORD, or His Apostles. So palpably absurd, 
even on the plain grounds of moral principles, is it to speak of the teaching of repentance being opposed 
to the preaching of CHRIST. 

This is an explanation of some obvious reasons why Holy Scripture should connect our own cross with 
the Cross of CHRIST, as it so often does, and emblematically typified of the Church, in him who bore the 
Cross after CHRIST; for it is said to us all, "whosoever doth not take up his cross and come after Me 
cannot be My disciple." Now there can be no repentance, and no progress in religious duties without 
self-denial. These duties, therefore, are a bearing of our own cross, which will alone bring us to a right 
sense of the Cross of CHRIST. It is not setting aside the Cross of CHRIST, nor disparaging it; it is only 
showing the mode by which alone we may be brought to know its inestimable value. 

He who most of all practises these duties, will be most of all brought, by a necessary and moral 
consequence, to value the Cross of CHRIST; and he who is brought to embrace that doctrine with most 
affection, will speak of it with most reserve; he cannot speak of it as these persons require. Nor can 
there be any reasonable apprehension, as it is sometimes said, that the teaching of the Church, which 
keeps the doctrine of the Atonement in the reserve of Scripture, will lead men to despair. Did any one 
ever know an instance of this, of a Christian, in sound health of mind, brought to a state of despair from 
the fear of GOD and His judgments? There is a mistake in this use of the word despair, which rather 
means a careless, hopeless indifference to the anger of the Almighty, which is so common, than an 
excessive fear of His judgments. Such a fear brings with it abundant consolation and hope; and therefore 
the true knowledge of this saving doctrine of the Atonement is expressed in such words as these, that 
"the salvation of GOD is nigh unto them that fear Him;" that the LORD looks to him who "trembles at His 



word;" that He "revives the spirit of the contrite;" or that "whoso is wise will ponder these things; and 
they shall understand the loving-kindness of the LORD." 

We must again return to and repeat this point; good works, being nothing else but the exercise of a 
good principle, will make a good man (as far as, humanly speaking, a man can be called good), and those 
are not good works which will not make a man good; and he is not a good man, who does not love GOD 
with all his heart, and depend on the aid of the blessed SPIRIT, and trust in CHRIST. He, therefore, who 
most of all induces men to practise these good works, under the awful sense of their condition as 
baptized Christians, brings them most of all to the Cross of CHRIST; and he who, by his teaching, leads 
men to think that such works are of minor importance, and speaks slightingly of them, i.e., works of 
charity, of humiliation, and prayer, teaches men false and dangerous doctrine, flattering to human 
indolence, but opposed to Scripture, opposed to the Church, opposed to the first principles of our moral 
nature; and therefore it is said emphatically, "Whosoever shall break one of the least of these 
commandments, and shall teach men so shall be called the least in the kingdom of Heaven:" that is to 
say, he who treats slightingly these good works, shall obtain least of all the blessings of CHRIST'S 
Spiritual kingdom at present, the gracious gifts which are in the Atonement of CHRIST, and by 
consequence to be lowest in His kingdom hereafter. By using high words of doctrine, without the 
inculcation of these commands, we lead men to trust to a vain shadow, instead of the Rock of their 
salvation. Doing the works or not it is which makes the entire difference between the house built on the 
sand, and that which is founded on a rock, though outwardly they appear alike; as our LORD has 
warned, he who "heareth these words and doeth them, I will liken to a wise man, who built his house on 
a rock;" and "every one who heareth them and doeth them not," is outwardly the same, perhaps, but 
has no foundation. And what is the rock on which he is built, but CHRIST? His very works are built on this 
Rock, otherwise they are not good works. It is not as if CHRIST was the end only (as they who disparage 
Baptism would imply); not as if the Atonement were a thing to be arrived at at last; but CHRIST is the 
way also, the beginning and the end, the Author and the Finisher, the Alpha and Omega. It is through 
the blood of CHRIST alone we are able to think or do what is good. It is through His blood alone that 
such thoughts and deeds are accepted. It is not simply that by bearing our cross we are brought to His; 
but we are in Him, and He in us; our cross is His Cross, and His Cross is our cross. When we humble 
ourselves, we partake of the virtue going forth from His humiliation: it is He that is drawing us nearer to 
Himself. When we pray, it is not our prayer, but His HOLY SPIRIT within us that leads us unto Himself. 
When we do works of charity, it is to Him in His brethren: it is His compassionate bowels yearning in us 
towards them: it is the virtue of His ineffable charity through us. His members, again flowing forth to all 
mankind. To check, therefore, such works by any mis-statements, by half admonitions and half 
encouragements, is to keep men from Him. It is like stopping the mouths of the blind men, who have 
now ay to approach Him but by prayer, that He may open their eyes; for unless we practise these works 
of obedience and repentance, we shall assuredly have no eyes to see Him; for it is "the commandment 
of the LORD" which "giveth light unto the eyes." It is putting away the little children, the babes in 
CHRIST, because they are not of full stature. It is casting stumbling-blocks in the way of weak men. It is 
very true, that in the Gospels, the consolations of CHRIST may be more imparted to persons who were 
opprobriously designated "sinners;" and some of whom may have fallen into grievous sin; that "the 
publicans and harlots enter into the kingdom before the Pharisees:" but why? not because they were 
worse, but because they were far better than the Pharisees; as the poor and despised are perhaps 
generally found wiser and better than those in higher station. 


6. All Scripture is perfect harmony as opposed to this modern system. 



We must again return to, and repeat the same point. Good works must ever make a good an; and a 
good man will most of all love GOD, as manifested in JESUS CHRIST; and therefore it is that Holy 
Scripture has put the case in every variety of ways, in order that, comparing the manifold expressions by 
which its describes the inscrutable mysteries of CHRIST'S kingdom, we may arrive at some sense of the 
truth. And in whatever way we consider it, we shall find that the whole harmony of Scriptural teaching is 
opposed to the present system, or what is sometimes designated the Gospel scheme; the former being, 
in contrast to it, one of Reserve. We have shown, from obvious moral inference, that to ameliorate the 
heart and practice is the only way to arrive at those riches which are hid in CHRIST. Surely a little 
reflection will show how thoroughly Holy Scripture supports this opinion throughout. Let us only look to 
the manner in which the commandments are spoken of, and that not merely in the New Testament, but 
in the Old also. Could words be applied to them such as we find throughout the Psalms, unless they had 
some mysterious connexion with the Cross of CHRIST? How else could they be "sweeter than honey and 
the honeycomb?" How else could they be "dearer than thousands of gold and silver?" How else could 
they be "wonderful," and "quickening," "giving light unto the eyes," and "everlasting righteousness?" Let 
us again consider the expressions by which the Gospel privileges are spoken of in Scripture, and we shall 
find that they are all connected with certain dispositions and graces, and confined to them. Those 
dispositions and graces can alone be attained by a certain mode of life and course of actions; which 
actions, therefore, Scripture commands and inculcates in every way, by bringing before us every 
example, and precept, and doctrine, that may be calculated to affect us with the terrors of GOD'S 
judgments, or the hopes of His mercy. 

Let us consider who they are whom Scripture pronounced as blessed. It might be supposed from the 
modern system, that the expression had been, "Blessed are all ye that hear the Gospel," and this Gospel 
is confined to a full declaration of the gracious doctrine of the Atonement; but it is not thus it speaks. It 
is, indeed, said to some, "Blessed are the eyes which see the things that ye see, and blessed are the ears 
which hear the things that ye hear," -but then it must ever be remembered, and again repeated, that 
this was not said unto all the people to whom our LORD had been preaching: but to the disciples 
"privately," in express distinction from those who had heard our LORD teaching, but who, as He said, 
had no "eyes to see, nor ears to hear." Whereas in His more public teaching. His blessing was entirely 
confined and limited to certain dispositions, which are recorded in the Sermon on the Mount. 

Blessing again is pronounced privately on St. Peter, because he had been brought to that high 
knowledge of CHRIST by GOD Himself: as in the case of all the disciples, our LORD thanked GOD for 
having "revealed these things unto babes." And after these declarations to St. Peter, pronouncing his 
blessedness, and the greatness of that belief on which the Church would be built; we naturally expect 
our LORD to invite others to it, either by openly declaring that doctrine, or by showing them the way to 
arrive at it; we watch His words with expectation, especially when He calls all the multitude unto Him: 
but, so far from declaring unto them these gracious and high things, He speaks of the necessity of every 
man taking up his cross. This was, in fact, telling the people in what way they might arrive at that belief 
for which St. Peter was so blessed. For let it be observed, that this was the mode by which St. Peter had 
arrived at it. He had taken up the Cross at the first, and followed CHRIST when He called him to forsake 
all; and the result was, that he had now come to the full knowledge of that Truth. To suppose, therefore, 
that a doctrine so unspeakable and mysterious as that of the Atonement, is to be held out to the 
impenitent sinner, to be embraced in some manner to move the affections, is so unlike our LORD'S 
conduct, that it makes one fear for the ultimate consequences of such a system. 

Or again, consider the case of Judas Iscariot; what was the cause of his not believing? it was simply this. 



that he had one unrepented sin in his heart. He must have witnessed many miracles, and heard our 
LORD'S Divine teaching; and might have seen His unexampled and transcendent goodness and holiness. 
But this one sin blinded his eyes and stopped his ears, so that seeing he saw not, and hearing heard not. 
Had he taken the Baptist's advice to repent; or our LORD'S warnings on the subject of riches, or those so 
often graciously given to himself,-as when He said, "Ye are clean, but not all," and "one of you shall 
betray me," and "It were good for that man, if he had never been born," then he might have believed; 
and might have been possibly "the beloved disciple." In his case, humanly speaking, so far as we can 
perceive, repentance would have been one with believing in CHRIST. And surely our LORD'S conduct to 
Judas might show us how men might do all that can be done to reclaim a very bad person, without any 
display of the most ineffable mercies of GOD, beyond what the occasion called for. 

But, moreover, if we take the mere general outline and first view of the Gospel narrative, it is so like all 
GOD'S manifestations of Himself to the world, and the history of what the Church was to be, that it ever 
occurs to one as showing the principles of it. "The Desire of all nations had come," "the Messenger of 
the covenant whom men delight in;" but he was to be "as a refiner's fire." The power of the cross was to 
be shown especially in this its secret character, whereby the strength of GOD being concealed in human 
weakness, it might act as a test to the dispositions of men: it was to be "a sign that should be spoken 
against, in order that the thoughts of many hearts might be revealed." On the contrary, what do they 
really mean who adopt the human scheme of teaching and receiving in its fulness the doctrine of the 
Atonement? How is this to be done? Do they understand the meaning of their own words? We hardly 
know what we speak of when we speak of the Atonement, it is a vast sea which no man can fathom: 
who can think of it worthily? Who can comprehend the Sacraments in which it is hidden? The sea, 
indeed, itself, is the type or figure of Baptism, wherein the ways of GOD are, and His paths in the great 
waters, and His footsteps are not known. Surely men know not what they do, when they define and 
systematize the ways of GOD in man's redemption, under expressions such as imputed righteousness, 
justification, and sanctification, and the like; which words stand in their minds, for some exceeding 
shallow poor human ideas, for which they vehemently contend, as for the whole of religion. It is, in fact, 
to explain the ineffable, to measure the infinite, to enter into the secret counsels of GOD; to 
circumscribe truths as vast and incomprehensible as the circuit of the heavens in the compass of the 
human system. Whereas we know nothing whatever but this, that a childlike obedience which accepts 
the commands and doctrines of Scripture, will be brought to the full knowledge of GOD. 

Surely, I repeat, we know not what we do, when we speak of the doctrine of the Atonement, and of 
preaching and receiving the same: we know not how much it is the very foundation of every part of 
Scripture, and how mysteriously it may be contained therein, "the LAMB slain from the foundation of 
the world." Doubtless, we may suppose that our LORD went about in the fulness of the power of the 
Atonement, (if we may so speak,) out of that vast sea of mercy, dispensing to men as they were able to 
receive it; what were the bodily cures that He wrought, connected as they were with the forgiveness of 
sins; and what the various blessing that He pronounced? But the distributing of those gifts according as 
the dispositions of men made them capable of receiving them. To one it was the kingdom of heaven, to 
another it was consolation, to another it was the inheritance of the earth, to another it was 
righteousness, to another it was mercy, to another it was the power to see GOD; thus was the 
unspeakable power of the Atonement, in all the beatitudes, distributed according to each man's 
obedience. Not as gifts falling from heaven into the cup of each; but in every case as a pearl of great 
price, as hid treasure. To another it is spoken of as "refreshment," to another "as rest for the soul," to 
another as being to JESUS CHRIST as "brother and sister and mother;" to another that GOD the FATHER, 
and JESUS CHRIST, and the COMFORTER will come to "make their abode with him." But observe on each 
of these occasions, how perfectly mysterious and secret the gift is; how closely limited and restricted to 



certain tempers or conditions; how on every occasion the conditions are put first, the disposition 
required, or the keeping of the commandments, and the gifts as following: in short, these promises and 
privileges, vouchsafed to the Christian are distributed in a manner perfectly analogous to the miracles, 
which were dispensed, as it would appear, by an invariable law according to the faith of each. And both 
of them upon a principle quite opposed to these modern opinions, which speak of "the display of GOD'S 
mercy in the Atonement." Observe how, on all occasions, the very opposite conduct is pursued to that 
of the human system. The LORD of heaven and earth, in the full power of His Divinity and atoning mercy, 
but ever as it were hiding Himself, as a poor man going about with a few fishermen, calling every one 
that came to Him to undisguised privation and hardship, putting these as it were always first, and 
keeping back the blessing; checking men, and setting aside their offers of attendance, when they 
expected any thing but hardship; as when to the Scribe He said, "The foxes have holes, and the birds of 
the air have nests, but the Son of Man hath not where to lay His head;" or demanding an instant 
surrender without delay, as of him to whom He said, "Let the dead bury the dead, but follow thou me." 
And let us notice the rich man whom "He loved;" and who seemed what would be called deficient in 
spiritual views, and in a right understanding of the nature of the Gospel;-how differently did our LORD 
treat him, to that conduct which these modern religionists would require us to adopt, when he called 
upon him to the practice of the most self-denying duties and the exercise of charity. 

And observe how necessarily all these gifts, in which the kingdom of heaven consists, are attached, and 
invariably imparted to these conditions, and inseparable from them: so that to have the dispositions, or 
to fulfil the commands required, is in that degree to partake of the spiritual blessings; and not to fulfil 
them is to fail of those gifts. Thus when we are commanded to learn of CHRIST "to be meek and lowly, 
and we shall find rest;" so far as we become meek and lowly we shall find rest to our souls: and this rest 
is not imparted to any but so far as they are so. And when CHRIST says, that if we keep His 
commandments, He will come and make His abode with us; so far as we keep the commandments, we 
shall assuredly have CHRIST abiding with us; and so far as He abides with us, we shall of course be made 
partakers of all the privileges of the Gospel, both now and hereafter. Whosoever therefore will himself 
keep the commandments, and induce us to do so, will so far be himself a partaker of the Gospel, and 
make us to be so, as a necessary and infallible consequence. The same argument may be applied, if 
considered with respect to every blessing in the Gospels, taken separately with a view to the temper 
connected with it; for instance, the poor in spirit does naturally, and of necessity come to the enjoyment 
of the Christian inheritance; whatever teaching, therefore, disengages men from the love of wealth, will 
bring them so far into their Christian inheritance; every act which produces this spirit, leads men so far 
one step into the possession of this their Christian birthright. We have repeated these points more at 
large from the former treatise, in order to show, in connexion with the moral proof, how fully the 
Scriptural statements confirm all that has been said concerning actions and habits; that actions alone 
can produce dispositions, and dispositions alone can receive doctrines, when the case is viewed with 
regard to our moral constitution. Or to state it in a higher point of view, all knowledge of saving doctrine 
is revealed from above to those who will do the will; for every act of obedience is rewarded of GOD with 
additional light, and the fulness of this light, illuminating the path of obedience, is the knowledge of 
GOD. So that in whatever way we consider it, there is no Scriptural sanction for the necessity of our 
always thrusting forward the doctrine of the Atonement without reserve. 

And here we cannot forbear asking in seriousness, whether it be not such a failure in inculcating 
Christian practice, which may have cherished such dispositions, as are plainly betrayed in the words and 
actions of those who avow and maintain this system; dispositions and tempers which, whether they 
result from this system or no, could not possibly have resulted from a proper discipline of the heart 
under Scriptural teaching. 



But to return, the same harmony of Scripture may be shown in the variety and apparent discrepancy, by 
which not only the different tempers and graces which Scripture inculcates are designated, as we have 
seen, but the one thing that is needful in order to obtain eternal life. In one place it is said, "Believe in 
CHRIST, and thou shalt be saved." Whereas in another place our LORD says, "If thou wouldst enter into 
life, keep the commandments." So that these two requisites will necessarily imply each other, and 
somehow to keep the commandments will lead us to CHRIST, and will be believing in Him. But the 
commandments contain the love of GOD and the love of our neighbour; and to know this principle, the 
spiritual interpretation of the commandments, our LORD told the Lawyer, was to be "not far from the 
kingdom of heaven:" and this was the test which our LORD put to the rich young man whom He loved, 
telling him to give to the poor and follow Him. These two points, therefore, in this case, would put it to 
the proof, whether he had kept the commandments or understood the spirit of them. Agreeable to this, 
St. Paul tells us in another place, that faith will profit us nothing, and works will profit us nothing, 
without charity, which alone availeth. On the other hand, St. John tells us that to know GOD is eternal 
life; therefore faith, and obedience, and charity, and knowledge, must in some sense be one and the 
same, or necessarily imply each other. For if we keep the commandments, we shall enter into life, and if 
we have charity, we shall enter into life; and so also if we believe in CHRIST, or know CHRIST, it is eternal 
life. And yet not one of these without the other. If, therefore, GOD'S promises partake of so great 
diversity, may not our teaching partake of this variety of GOD'S Word, without our being bound to one 
human system? And why may not those who inculcate love and obedience lead men to the Truth? 

Surely it is sufficient to say, that we are following the method of Scripture: nor can any thing else be 
truly said to partake of the parrhsia of GOD'S WORD, and to be "not shunning to declare the whole 
counsel of GOD." The whole case might be put very simply to any unprejudiced mind: let it be granted, 
that the degree of happiness the good will attain hereafter depends on their sense of, and trust in, the 
Atonement of CHRIST; yet nevertheless this is also true, that he who humbles himself most on earth, will 
be the highest in heaven: or again, it is also true, that the degree of the rewards hereafter will depend 
on, and be proportionate to, the use of the talents which have been given; and therefore, if objection is 
made to our inculcating these things, it is a sufficient answer, that we are but following the method and 
commands of Scripture. This would be quite sufficient for a childlike obedience. But when we come to 
consider the nature of religious principles, and to "compare things spiritual with spiritual," then we 
obtain a glimpse of that vast and mysterious truth laid up in the counsels of GOD, that it is he who 
humbles himself most, and obeys most dutifully, who attains most of all unto a right and saving sense of 
the Atonement of CHRIST. And thus we come again to the same point with regard to our teaching, as for 
instance, that he who most of all impresses himself and others with a sense of the day of judgment, will 
most of all lead himself and others to keep the commandments; and he who does this will be the most 
humble, and will most of all embrace the doctrine of the Atonement; whereas he who puts forward this 
doctrine most prominently, in a manner different from this general analogy of GOD'S Word, may be 
taking persons furthest from it. 

Again, we have said the necessary effect of keeping the commandments, is to empty a man of 
self-righteousness, and therefore to bring him to CHRIST Crucified. Now this might be shown in all the 
examples of holy men in Scripture: for whatever other graces they might have, they are all marked with 
humility. And that humility in proportion to their obedience, and their faith in proportion to their 
humility. Thus St. Paul, because he had always laboured to have "a conscience void of offence both 
towards GOD and man," and in a Gospel had "laboured more abundantly" than all the Apostles, 
therefore felt himself the chief of sinners: words which our own devout and laborious Hammond eagerly 
and emphatically at his last Communion exclaimed of himself: and the good Bishop Andrewes, in all his 
devotions speaks of himself as ton panu amartwlon, ton amartwlon uper telwnou. These holy men loved 



much, because they felt they had much forgiven; and they felt they had much forgiven, because they 
loved much. For it has been well said, "The best men know they are very far from what they ought to be, 
and the very worst think that, if they were but a little better, they should be as good as they need be." 
So far therefore as we keep the commandments we shall embrace the Atonement, and so far only, 
whether we speak of it or not. But how very inconsistent with this is the mode which this system has 
introduced, of judging of the saints of GOD according to this rule, viz. how far and how much they speak 
of the Atonement! Holy Scripture itself is hardly sufficient to shield the man of GOD. Before the 
publication of the Gospel indeed, such a full declaration is not expected and among the very few that 
since appear before us in Holy Writ, St. James has been by one great name given up, because he cannot 
stand by this peculiar criterion of saving Faith. And surely this principle upon which sentence is 
pronounced on the Saints of the primitive Church, is quite irreconcilable with the general tenor of 
Scripture; for their devotional and practical graces are allowed, but they are supposed to have 
misunderstood and misinterpreted the true nature of the Gospel; that is to say, they gave up houses and 
lands, and parents and wives and children for the sake of CHRIST and the Gospel, but did not receive the 
promises annexed to doing so in the present, or in future time; that they were meek, but did not inherit 
the kingdom; that they mourned, but were not comforted; that they kept CHRIST'S commandments, but 
He did not, according to His promise, manifest Himself unto them. And is all this to be inferred from 
their not speaking of the Atonement? Why was this of such vital importance? And consider what great 
injury is done to a generation who are taught to disparage these holy men, who spent their days and 
nights in frequent prayers, in fastings, and mortification, and retirement from the world. Men have been 
induced to believe that this was not only unnecessary, that they took not merely a circuitous and 
difficult way to obtain the favour of GOD, whereas the true way was comparatively very short and easy; 
but that these saints of GOD have failed of the right and saving way altogether. 


7. On eloquent preaching and delivery. 


There is another important point in which the modern system is opposed to Scripture in breaking the 
spirit of reserve, viz., in attaching so great a value to preaching as to disparage Prayer and Sacraments in 
comparison. According to this the Church of GOD would be the House of Preaching; but Scripture calls it 
the House of Prayer. But with regard to the subject of preaching altogether, it is, in the present day, 
taken for granted, that eloquence in speech is the most powerful means of promoting religion in the 
world. But if this be the vase, it occurs to one as remarkable, that there is no intimation of this in 
Scripture: perhaps no single expression can be found in any part of it that implies it: there is no 
recommendation of rhetoric in precept, or example, or prophecy. There is no instance of it; no part of 
Scripture itself appears in this shape, as the remains of what was delivered with powerful eloquence. 
Many parts of it consist of poetry, none of oratory; and it is remarkable that the former partakes more 
of this reserve, the latter less so. It speaks of instruction, "precept upon precept, line upon line, here a 
little and there a little," but never of powerful appeals of speech. The great teacher of the Gentiles, in 
whom we would most of all have expected to find it, was "weak in bodily presence, and in speech 
contemptible;" and rendered so, it is supposed, by "a thorn in the flesh." Whereas, it would be thought 
by many now, that the great requisites for a successful minister are a powerful bodily presence and 
eloquent speech. Indeed, St. Paul says, that the effect of the words of men's wisdom would be to render 
the Cross of CHRIST of none effect. It is, moreover, observable, that in Scripture all the words denoting a 
minister of the Gospel throw us back on the commission. Such, for instance, is the word "Apostle," or 
"the Sent," which title is repeated with a remarkable frequency and emphasis, and united, in one 



instance, with the awful and high expression, "As my FATHER hath sent me, even so I send you." And the 
word "preaching," as now used, has a meaning attached to it derived from modern notions, which we 
shall not find in Scripture. "A preacher," indeed, properly conveys the same idea as "Apostle," and really 
signifies the same thing-"a herald;" for, of course, all the office of a herald depends on him that sent 
him, not so much on himself, or his mode of delivering his message. All other words, in like manner 
adopted in the Church, speak the same; they all designate him as one ministering or serving at GOD'S 
altar, not as one whose first object is to be useful to men; such, for instance, are the appellations of 
diaconus, sacerdos. It is curious that our word "minister," implying also the same, comes to be 
commonly used in the other sense, being applied, like that of preacher, to self-created teachers. Thus do 
men's opinions invest sacred appellations with new meaning, according to the change in their own 
views. 

If people in general were now asked what was the most powerful means of advancing the cause of 
religion in the world, we should be told that it was eloquence of speech or preaching: and the excellency 
of speech we know consists in delivery; that is the first, the second, and the third requisite. Whereas, if 
we were to judge from Holy Scripture, of what were the best means of promoting Christianity in the 
world, we should say obedience; and if we were to be asked the second, we should say obedience; and 
if we were to be asked the third, we should say obedience. And it is evident, that if the spirit of 
obedience exists, simple and calm statement of truth will go far. Not that we would be thought entirely 
to depreciate preaching as a mode of doing good; it may be necessary in a weak and languishing state; 
but it is the characteristic of this system as opposed to that of the Church, and we far the undue 
exaltation of an instrument which Scripture, to say the least, has never recommended. And, indeed, if 
from Revelation we turn to the great teachers of morals which have been in the world, we shall be 
surprised to find how little they esteemed it useful for their purpose. The exceeding jealous 
apprehension of rhetoric which Socrates evinces is remarkable, as shown throughout the Gorgias. Nor 
does it ever seem to have occurred to the sages of old, as a means of promoting morality; and yet some 
of them, as Pythagoras and Socrates, made this purpose, viz., that of improving the principles of men, 
the object of their lives: and the former was remarkable for his mysterious discipline, and the silence he 
imposed; the latter for a mode of questioning, which may be considered as entirely an instance of this 
kind of reserve in teaching. 

And here again, if we are referred to expediency and visible effects, let us ask what these effects are. 
They have the effect of bringing people together in crowds, of creating strong religious impressions: so 
far it may be well; but even then, to all strong feelings the saying may be justly applied, "quod est 
violentum non est diuturnum." But does this system make men more desirous to learn, and more exact 
in adhering to truth? Does this system in the long run make men more humble and obedient to their 
appointed ministers, more frequent in attending the daily prayers, more honest and just in their 
dealings with mankind? Does it lead men to think more of GOD and His appointments, and less of men 
and their gifts? Does it produce a healthful and reverential tone of feeling respecting the blessed 
Sacraments? Are persons who have been used to popular preaching more submissive to Divine 
ordinances, and more easily moved to the self-denying duties of repentance and prayer? But on this 
point, with regard to religious effects, even did they appear satisfactory, yet we are, in fact, no judges at 
all on this subject; the next world only can show this: here we walk by faith, not by sight. Certainly the 
silence of Scripture should make us cautious how we allow too much to this instrument. The great 
importance now attributed to these means is sufficient to show the tendency of the system; it is one of 
expedience, it looks to man: that of the Church is one of faith, and looks to GOD. Their principle is to 
speak much and loud, because it is to man; that of the Church is founded on this, "that God is in Heaven, 
and we on earth;" therefore "keep thy foot in the House of GOD," and "let thy words be few." 



8. This system a worldly system. 


It is very remarkable, how much this new scheme of religion is an instance of an observation which has 
been made, that they who set out with the profession of principles holier, or wiser, or purer than those 
of Holy Scripture, do ultimately tend to the virtual denial of those very truths which they professed most 
strictly to uphold. They who maintain that the Church does not sufficiently preach the dependence of 
man upon GOD, and trust in the Atonement, do practically, in their whole system, tend to derogate from 
those truths themselves, while the Church continues to hold them. They consider, for instance, that the 
efficacy of a preacher consists in human eloquence and activity, and not in the power of his Divine 
commission, which is, in fact, to set up something else, which may be sensibly felt, for the Divine gifts of 
the SPIRIT. By disparaging the efficacy of the Sacraments, they have come to substitute for them 
something like a meritorious act, or opinion, on the part of the individual. Professing to be guided 
exclusively by the written Word, they have established a method so opposed to it, as to render the 
greater part of it superfluous. Requiring us to speak loudly of Spiritual assistance, they have set at 
nought all those practices, whose sole end and object was to live in that invisible world, and to partake 
of its gifts. For men have been led to reflect, censure, and even ridicule, not on the superstitious and 
wrong observances of Sacramental Ordinances, and Creeds, and Prayers, but on the punctual 
observance of them at all; and sentiments are expressed which would brand with superstition the 
devout Daniel for his unbending adherence to times and circumstances of devotion; and the widow 
Anna, who departed not from the temple, with formalism. And all this arises from the fact, that these 
opinions are not thoroughly and unreservedly based on Holy Scripture, and therefore look too much to 
external support. 

The very principle of sound Religion is that the world "knoweth it not, as it knew Him not:" its rules of 
action are so essentially opposed, that they cannot understand each other, from something of an 
essential nature different. The system, on the contrary, of which we speak, has ever the indirect object 
of making a league with it,-not externally, on the contrary, it has devised externally strongly-marked 
lines of demarcation and distinctions, which do not extend to the thoughts or character; and in every 
way has substituted a great unreal system, nominal, superficial, formal, though in name spiritual, and 
the more formal in reality, because in name spiritual. Where GOD is, there must be the fear of Him. 

For this reason it has come to pass that names of the most awful and holy import have been so used 
habitually, that they carry not with them their own high and awful meaning, even the Names of the 
ever-blessed Trinity. Not only have they become used without reverence, and very much as the 
distinctive signs of a party,-but the very use of them tends to keep up this feeling of unreality, and 
without bearing on the heart and conduct. Whereas homefelt natural expressions in which any one who 
is in earnest is apt to clothe his sentiments, and which touch the heart and conscience of another, as 
they come from his own, are disliked; because they break through this unreal web, and bear more upon 
the daily life and conscience. 

All this is substituting a system of man's own creation for that which GOD has given. Instead of the 
Sacraments and external ordinances, it has put forth prominently a supposed sense of the Atonement, 
as the badge of a profession. That which is most thoroughly internal, most thoroughly spiritual, secret 
and holy, it has made the external symbol of agreement; and therefore has completely (so to speak) 
turned people inside out, wherever it is received: and thus it has lost the essential peculiarity of 



Christianity, that purity of heart which is directed to "the Eye that seeth in secret." This spirit has 
thoroughly imbued their whole system, in the same manner that it has prevailed in the corruptions of 
Rome. In the case of the latter, the use of external symbols the most sacred, has lost much of its power, 
by rude exposure to the gaze of the world; so is it with this system in the use of words; they have lost 
their proper sense and meaning, and have a peculiar signification. That dread doctrine so essential as 
received into the heart, the very foundation of life and actions, has come with them to consist in that 
which can be called up from time to time, and satisfy the professor in sensible emotions and 
satisfactions. Works as performed strictly in secret, and directed to the eye of GOD, cannot but be 
life-giving and good: the corruptions of Rome have substituted for these external actions; and this 
system external professions. The eye of man is on both, unhallowing the holy things of GOD, and 
engendering pride. Hence has arisen among them that rejection of natural modesty, and sacred reserve, 
on the subject of religion in discourse and writing:-attempts to remedy certain effects and symptoms of 
the want of religion, instead of that want itself. Much indeed of this may arise from a natural craving 
after sympathy on the highest of all subjects, and from having lost the legitimate expressions of it. 
External visible Communion must be preserved by external visible means; when these are withdrawn, 
sacred principles or sacred feelings will be outwardly substituted. In proof of this, it may be observed, 
that a Sect which has least of all to distinguish it in doctrine or discipline as a separate body, the 
Wesleyans, are most under the influence of what is here condemned, to the great injury of their moral 
character: words with them do not signify what they do with others. Instead of visible means of grace, 
and participation in the same Sacraments, being the bonds of union, something in external speech or 
demeanour becomes substituted. A still more remarkable instance may be seen in the sect denominated 
the Society of Friends, who, after labouring the divest themselves of all the appearances of a visible 
Church and visible Sacraments, have become from external garb and mode of speech, the most visible 
of all Societies. 

It must be allowed that this modern system did for a time partake of the "reproach of CHRIST," and did 
in that strength prevail for a season. In that reproach, all good Christians will be glad to share with them. 
Doubtless the very name of CHRIST must ever carry with it a blessing; and earnestness in religion, in 
views however mistaken, seems ever to have annexed to it the reward of GOD. And for a time this 
earnestness of mind carried with it incidentally much good, and led men to embrace other great truths 
of Christianity, and perhaps that of CHRIST Crucified, in reality as well as in name; being far better 
themselves than their system, and better in their practice than in their opinions, which they held rather 
speculatively and controversially, than practically: but these things for a while corrected by the sincerity 
of individuals have gone by, and left the legitimate fruits of the system. The evils it has led to in various 
forms of dissent are too evident wherever we turn our eyes, leading men to the neglect of honesty and 
plain dealing, and at length to indifference, unsettledness, and infidelity. In the Church it excludes with 
jealous eagerness all things that may alarm the consciences of those who heartily adopt the system, 
obedience to Church authority, practices of mortification, the fear of GOD, and the doctrine of judgment 
to come. It sets forth religion in colours attractive to the world, by stimulating the affections, and by 
stifling the conscience, rather than by purifying and humbling the heart. Hence its great prevalence in 
places of fashionable resort. And to those who have in any way forfeited their character for religion and 
morality or sound doctrine, instead of the process of painful secret self-discipline and gradual 
restoration, or the open and salutary penance of the ancient Church, it affords an instant and ready 
mode for assuming at once all the privileges of authority and advanced piety. And the consequence is, 
that real humility of heart, and a quiet walking in the ordinances of GOD, finds not only the world in 
array against it, but that which considers itself as Christianity also. Through all its appearances it is 
marked by a want of reverence; and therefore it can use worldly instruments and worldly organs. It may 
serve as a ready cloak to cover an unsubdued temper and a worldly spirit, concealing them as well from 



the individual himself as from others. It may offer a convenient refuge to those who would cling to the 
Establishment, rather than the Church, if she should be spoiled and persecuted. But the effect of these 
opinions is not confined to those who profess and receive them; but as a great part of the office of the 
Gospel is to be a witness to all nations, even to those who receive it not, the witness itself, or the voice 
which is heard from it, becomes altered in its character. One or two great truths are thus put forth 
exclusively as the whole of religion; and this has a vast effect on the whole of society, among those who 
do not openly avow, nor are even secretly con-scious of' these opinions: the world accepts them, not 
even as the professors of them would themselves intend, but as pal-liatives to an uneasy conscience, as 
an assistance to throw off the sense of responsibility, and as false easy notions of repentance. Therefore 
it is that these peculiar views in religion amalgamate so readily with the liberal notions of the world, and 
both will be found readily to unite against principles of a more unbending nature. There exists a secret 
affinity between them. 

There was one impediment in the Jews throughout, when prevented their receiving the truth; they 
trusted in their being of the seed of Abraham. From this point as a centre, the evil one wove around 
them a web of external and specious observances, from which the great Teacher of repentance, and our 
LORD Him-self, and St. Paul, in vain endeavoured to extricate them: they bore leaves, but no fruit. The 
Baptist had laid the axe to the root of the tree: our LORD had interceded for three years with the 
FATHER, till He should dig around it and dung it: St. Paul had endeavoured to graft within it the better 
stock; but in vain; it still bore leaves, but no fruit. The present age is one of affected refinement in 
sentiment combined with loose morals; one of expediency rather than principle, of rationalism rather 
than faith; one that will take all that is agreeable and beautiful and benevolent in religion, and reject 
what is stern and self-denying and awful. Now the whole truth in its just propor-tions we have in the 
Creed, which GOD has given us as a key to Scripture, the depository of the faith in the Church, to each 
individual a guide and safeguard. But it is very evident that if we take one point only in religion, instead 
of this analogy of the Faith, we may produce a religion which may please ourselves and others, and yet 
may be very far from the truth as it is in Scripture, and from the principles of that new world wherein 
dwelleth righteousness. And it is an awful and trying question for a man to ask himself, whether the 
reason why he sets aside the Day of Judgment, the severe discipline of the Church, and above all the 
two Sacraments, in his public teaching, is not this, that in the secret care of himself he does not consider 
them: and whether the strong controversial party feeling, exhibited on these points, does not arise from 
the dislike he has to be disturbed in these easy convictions, into the truth of which he will not seriously 
enquire. 

Now against all this leaven of a worldly system, the reserve that is here inculcated seems at once the 
remedy; for it strips off at once all those external indications of a religion which exists not in the heart, 
as rather hindrances to true piety than the promoters of it; and requires one to be reverential and 
considerate in all that regards it. We have nothing to show to ourselves or others, to encourage the 
notion that we are better than they; and may be induced to cultivate a sincere desire to be approved in 
the eyes of our Father "who seeth in secret." A want of reserve, an artificial religious tone in 
conversation or prayer is, as the good James Bonnel observes, a proof that the person is wishing to be, 
or wishing to persuade himself that he is, rather than that he really is religious. As far as any one is in 
earnest, he will act naturally with this sacred modesty, seeking to know GOD and do His will. And this 
unaffected reserve will be a great protection to him in keeping the spirit of piety fresh and true, and 
when he loses it, he will lose half his strength. This secret devotion will doubtless lower him in his own 
eyes, and in the eyes of the world, and will keep him back. He must be content to be not understood, to 
be misrepresented, but this will little concern him, if he may be hid from men's eyes in the sanctuary of 
the Divine presence, where his prayers for them will have power with GOD. 



PART VI. 

THE SYSTEM OF THE CHURCH ONE OF RESERVE. 


1. The principle considered with reference to ourselves. 


BUT far be it from us, to put forward this sacred principle merely in condemnation of others, and their 
system; what we have said with regard to them is in our defence and for their warning: and we have 
quite as much need of it for the regulation and protection of ourselves. Indeed it might have been 
considered that it is for ourselves that it is more especially needed; and the subject should, one would 
think, have been hailed with pleasure as a pledge and indication, that what we maintain we would wish 
to maintain modestly and seriously. That when we consider ourselves called upon to put forward great 
Christian truths, which have been forgotten, we imply, by connecting this principle with them, that we 
consider them as matters, not for speculation or external distinction, but to be embraced practically, 
and as it were secretly, looking to that time when all things will be revealed. 

The whole of the effects which we condemn, and which have developed themselves in a system, have 
been spoken of as putting forward religion with a want of reality, an absence of true seriousness; and of 
course the principles of the Church are liable to be taken hold of, and turned to the same purpose. But 
we proceed to show that the Church of itself is entirely a system of reserve. In fact, she holds all the 
doctrines which those who agree not with her consider most essential, but in a sort of reserve; being 
calculated to bring men to the heart and substance of those things of which this scheme embraces the 
shadow. The Church, moreover, in all her departments, is directed to the eye of GOD, and not to man; 
as the Bride who ever looks to the Bridegroom, and to none else. The one instance in her usages which 
partakes least of this reserved character, is the practice of preaching which she sanctions and admits, 
and which alone, it is curious to observe, this human system has taken, considering it as the only 
instrument calculated for its purpose. The principle of the Church is, that "the secret things belong unto 
the LORD our GOD;" that He Himself dispenses them through His Church, as He thinks meet, to faith and 
obedience. Her system therefore is one of reserve. 

But before we proceed to this subject, it may be requisite to say something respecting the application of 
the rule at all to baptized Christians. It may be said, that during the gradual revelations of the Gospel to 
mankind, this might have been the mode of the Divine proceeding, and very necessary; but that now 
among baptized Christians, "the enlightened," as they were called in the early church, all have entered 
into the fulness of the Christian inheritance, and we have no right to withdraw from them any part of 
their birthright. Or it may be said, that the mystery is now made known to all the world; every thing is 
perfectly different; omnia jam vulgata. 

But now in answer to this, it must be observed, that this sacred forbearance is an universal rule in 
morals, and not confined to circumstances, but accompanies every progress in religious knowledge; thus 
the Fathers speak of it, as a rule to be observed, not only towards catechumens, but according to which 
the mysteries of GOD are revealed more and more to the last stage of Christian perfection. It is evident, 
that the knowledge which Scripture speaks of as life-giving goes entirely with Christian purity of heart; 
that in this respect, unless it will be maintained that this sincerity and purity now prevails, the rule still 
holds; in the Scriptural sense, men are still in darkness, and ignorance, in proportion to their vices; 
knowledge is to be imparted or withdrawn on the same principles. And with regard to the circumstance 
of men having been baptized, St. Paul did not make this an occasion of altering this rule towards his 



converts, but he maintains towards them precisely the same caution. This St. Augustine observes, 
speaking of the expression of "giving what is holy to dogs," he adds, "when the LORD says this, we must 
believe that He wished to signify, that unclean hearts cannot bear the light of spiritual intelligence, and 
if a teacher should compel them to bear that which they do not rightly receive, inasmuch as they are not 
capable of doing so, they either rend him with the bitings of reprehension, or by despising, tread them 
under foot. For if the blessed Apostle says that he gave milk, and not meat, to those who thought they 
were already born again in CHRIST, yet were still babes; for hitherto were ye not able to bear it, neither 
yet now are ye able. If, in fine, the LORD Himself said to His elect Apostles, 'I have yet many things to say 
unto you, but ye cannot bear them now;' how much less can unclean minds of the wicked, bear those 
things that are spoken of incorporeal light?" 

In one point of view, our case indeed differs from that of for-mer ages; in that the great and essential 
truths of our religion, which have been so long kept back, are now generally known. Our position is 
therefore in most material respects different, but not so, in any way, as to do away with the necessity of 
this natural principle. 

It must be observed, that the word knowledge is used in two senses, or that there are two kinds of 
knowledge; the one, according to which "the knowledge of the LORD fills the earth, as the waters cover 
the sea:" the other, discovering One who still dwelleth in secret in the midst of these manifestations. 
One "whose ways are in those deep waters, and whose footsteps are not known." The one is she "who 
lifteth up her voice in the streets, and in the city uttereth her cry:" the other is she, "who goeth about 
secretly, seeking those who are worthy of her, trying them in crooked paths, and ways of discipline, until 
she finds that she can trust their souls." The one that which is "a savour of life and also unto death," as 
when our LORD says, that he who knew his LORD'S will, and did it not, shall be beaten with many 
stripes; and "if ye know these things, happy are ye if ye do them;" a knowledge which without charity 
puffeth up. The other knowledge is that which is truly Divine and in-separable from charity; where to 
know and love GOD, is one and the same thing, and both of them eternal life. This is the gift especially of 
GOD alone, and which He dispenses according to man's fitness to receive it; and therefore the Church is 
a system of reserve. And this in no way limits or confines, but in every way strengthens the most active 
efforts for propagating the Gospel in the world; which can no more be doubted than that our LORD 
Himself took the very best, the most engaging, and at the same time the most powerful, means of 
recommending truth to mankind. And indeed the Church, in which our LORD has promised to be present 
unto the end, may very well be compared in this respect to His visible body in the flesh; a comparison 
which may be allowed, as He applied the term "temple" to His human person; both served as a veil to 
His Divinity, in both He withdraws from human eyes, through both in the same manner, He manifests 
Himself according as persons will by faith receive Him, will take up the cross after Him, and be His 
disciples. 


2. The Holiness of God's House of Prayer. 


Now the whole business of the Church, as a system upon earth, is to impart to mankind this true saving 
knowledge; and in so doing she is quite opposed to the restless systems of the world for imparting mere 
knowledge of itself. She acts therefore as her Divine Founder throughout, on a species of reserve. As 
one desirous above all things to prepare men's minds, and bring them to the truth, but communicating it 
to them as they are able to receive it. She contains as it were within herself numerous channels or 



modes of access, by which men may be brought to this knowledge of GOD. Her Sacramental ordinances 
are, in fact, ways to that invisible Jerusalem, that celestial fellowship, and the city of the Living GOD. The 
progressive states of proficiency in the school of CHRIST have been termed the via purgativa, or the way 
of repentance; the via illuminativa, or the way of Christian knowledge; and the via unitiva, or the way of 
charity and union with GOD. Now it may be seen, that Church principles contain within them these 
modes of bringing men to the knowledge of, and to union with GOD, who dwelleth in secret, after a 
reserved, silent, and retiring manner. All those that are considered peculiarly Church principles, 
doctrines and practices, are of this character. 

For instance, the Church, contrary to the human system, which we have described, looks upon houses of 
Divine worship as being especially sacred, and the place of GOD'S peculiar presence. Now if this doctrine 
of the Church is true, then they must be the abode of some great and peculiar blessing; every body must 
necessarily allow, that the Divine presence must be life-giving and hallowing, and as it were 
sacramentally convey spiritual benefit; but now if both these opinions of the Church be true, it is evident 
that these blessings cannot be realized, but by particular persons and dispositions; by those who make it 
their reverential study to raise their minds to it, and by faith receive the blessing. These privileges, so 
high and spiritual, are held by the Church in a sort of reserve and silence. The case is precisely analogous 
to that of our LORD in the flesh; conveying now spiritual blessings, as then bodily cures, after precisely 
the same rule and method; and withdrawing Himself from many, who may be inclined to doubt and 
ridicule such a supposition. That such a sense of the holiness of Churches is itself beneficial to the moral 
character, may be inferred from the high authority of Bishop Butler, the great master of morals, who 
recommends some devotional act of the mind, as a reverential exercise, to be practised at the very sight 
of a Church. And there is something in Holy Scripture most mysteriously striking, and awful, on this 
subject; as for instance, the sanctity, and adoration, claimed so strongly in the Old Testament for the 
place where GOD vouchsafed to disclose His presence, of which there are many instances. And perhaps 
there is no circumstance in all the account of our SAVIOUR'S life, which so arrests and demands our 
awful attention, as that of His driving the buyers out of the temple, when He would suffer no "vessel to 
be carried through it." In the first place, because this action was so different in its character to all other 
actions of our LORD; in the next place, because it was twice repeated; and lastly, because it implied a 
sense of holiness so transporting as to have carried Him, humanly speaking, beyond Himself, fulfilling 
the expression of the Psalmist, "the zeal of Thine house hath eaten me up." Since therefore no man can 
equal the sense of veneration here expressed, for GOD'S "House of Prayer," therefore no one can 
exceed on this subject; the case is in some respect analogous to an adoration of our LORD'S Divinity 
when seen in the flesh. And the effect and cause become mutually implicated in bearing on the moral 
character: the most holy men will most reverence the place of GOD'S presence, and he who more values 
the place of GOD'S presence will become the most holy. Now this secret of GOD is so entirely disclosed 
by Him, after this manner of reserve, that the difference of regard which men feel for Churches, is as 
great as the difference of estimation in which our LORD was regarded by the beloved disciple or by the 
traitor Judas, for both of them were in His presence, but one only derived benefit from it. For instance, 
David speaks of the temple of GOD with words of longing desire, as great as could be expressed for any 
conceivable blessing, as being the place of GOD'S presence; and yet many of us doubtless feel nothing of 
the kind. These gifts therefore, the greatest that heart of man can devise, are in secret; it is the kingdom 
of heaven upon earth, but seen only by certain persons; a treasure hid, "the pure in heart seeing GOD" 
under those veils: of all of which it may be said, as of our LORD'S teaching, "he that hath ears to hear, let 
him hear." 


3. Sacraments, Church Ordinances and practices. 



In the next place, with respect to the Holy Sacraments, it is in these, and by these chiefly, that the 
Church of all ages has held the Doctrine of the Atonement after a certain manner of reserve; which 
sense of things this modern system has relinquished, and in consequence has put forward this doctrine 
to the people in a manner unknown to former ages. The Church has ever thus held the doctrine in its 
substance, in its fulness, in its life-giving power and reality: for which these moderns have substituted 
what is human;-the declaration of it by eloquence of speech, the reception of it in excitement of feeling. 
The Church consi-ders it in the Sacraments as a power of substantial and Divine efficacy, conferring 
spiritual gifts and privileges; this system, as nominal and external to ourselves. In the Sacraments the 
doctrine is most intimately and closely blended with the life and conduct of man; in this system, it is in 
great measure separated from it. For instance, all ancient Baptismal Services, as well as that of our own 
Church, have most closely connected with the doctrine of the Atonement, the consideration of our 
being crucified with CHRIST, being dead with CHRIST, being buried with CHRIST, and the consequent 
necessity of our mortifying our earthly mem-bers: in this respect, they exemplify, in a wonderful 
manner, all that we have stated respecting this doctrine in the Gospels, and the Epistles of St. Paul, 
wherein our own cross,-the world being crucified to us, and we to the world,-is mysteriously connected 
with that of CHRIST. The Sacraments realize the doctrine in a way that no human system can do; for we 
believe that a Divine Power, and the blessings of the Atonement especially, are, after some 
transcendental manner, present in those Sacraments, according to the express promise of our LORD. 
And it is very obvious that our Communion Service does support the same principle in like manner with 
the Baptismal Offices; for it throughout implies penitence, faith, and charity as indispensable on the part 
of man; and "the body and the blood of CHRIST, verily and indeed taken and received," as the highest of 
gifts on the part of GOD. And these it considers as the spiritual life of- Christians. And as the very 
essence of a Church does depend on a due dispensation of the blessed Sacraments, so, where a sense of 
these is impaired, or not realized by faith, the doctrine of the Atonement itself is put forth to mankind, 
as if the preaching of this constituted all that was life-giving in the Church. Now here it is very evident at 
once that the great difference between these two systems, consists in this, that one holds the doctrine 
secretly as it were, and the other openly, in a public and popular manner; one in connexion with all 
other doctrines of Scripture, the other as separated from them. It is always the case with the Church, 
that it has considered the Sacraments as certain veils of the Divine presence, being not only the signs 
and tokens, but vehicles and conveyances, as it were, of Divine gifts. This is obvious, not only from the 
Discipline of the secret, but from usual modes of speaking concerning them. Thus, St. Augustine on the 
words, "He laid in the darkness His secret place," applies this to GOD having laid His secret place "in the 
obscurity of the Sacrament, and secret hope in the heart of believers;" "where He Himself might be hid, 
and desert them not even in this darkness, where we walk as yet by faith, not by sight." 

The same may be shown with respect to the powers of Priestly Absolution, and the gifts conferred 
thereby. It is not required for our purpose to show the reality of that power, and the magnitude of those 
gifts which are thus dispensed. But a little consideration will show, that if the Church of all ages is right 
in exercising these privileges, the subject is one entirely of this reserved and mystical character. Its 
blessings are received in secret, according to faith: they are such as the world cannot behold, and 
cannot receive. The subject is one so profound and mysterious, that it hardly admits of being put 
forward in a popular way, and perhaps more injury than benefit would be done to religion by doing so 
inconsiderately. And yet a faithful Christian may look through the actions and offices of the Church, to 
that which is beyond human senses, to CHRIST absolving, CHRIST baptizing, CHRIST interceding, CHRIST 
pronouncing benediction; and may thus by an habitual sense of Absolution declared, come to the state 
of that penitent, who "loved much, because she had much forgiven." The same may be said with respect 



to the Benediction: no words and arguments, no learned proofs nor eloquent demonstration, of the 
blessing that is through these channels conveyed, render us of themselves capable of receiving them; 
but it is a secret which GOD Himself dispenses as men are found worthy. For when our SAVIOUR 
instructed His disciples to pro-nounce the blessing of peace beyond understanding, He annexed to it, 
"that if the Son of peace be there. His peace should rest upon that house, if not, it should return to them 
again." And that His peace was mysteriously powerful to convey what it expressed, and not like mere 
human words of salutation, nor in a manner capable of being understood by the world, our LORD seems 
to have signified in that expression, "Peace be unto you, My peace I give, not as the world giveth give I 
unto you." And that some blessing would be in reality attached to the authoritative declaration, might 
be inferred from the promise, attached to the Levitical Benediction, which GOD vouchsafed should be 
accompanied by His own blessing. To the heart of faith, therefore, the Priestly pronunciation of blessing, 
may be productive of greater spiritual benefit than the most moving appeals of human eloquence: as 
GOD is in secret, and His Angels that minister to us, and all His paths in the deep waters, so all His 
instruments of benefiting our souls seem to partake of this character of Reserve; ways that appear 
foolishness to the world, for its effects are out of sight, but seen and fully acknowledged by those who 
are brought to the sense of them, for "wisdom is justified of her own children." 

The like may be shown in many other points, that "the weapons of our warfare being not carnal," 
partake of this secret character, in opposition to that system which we condemn. It is the custom of that 
system to recommend persons to seek those ministers which are supposed edifying; but the Church 
considers all edification to be of GOD, and by His own means. If they are found unworthy or inadequate, 
the world recommends us to attach ourselves to others; the Church, by her Ember Weeks, supplies a 
remedy, but entirely of a secret character. For as our LORD has said, when he beheld the people as 
sheep without a shepherd, "Pray ye the LORD of the harvest, that he may send more labourers into his 
harvest;" therefore, it is clear that the remedy for the unworthiness or scantiness of ministers depends 
on the prayers of the people. Here again the Church supplies us with a quiet rule of Reserve: the 
opposite to that which this system extensively pursues. 

There is another point which may be mentioned to show the way in the which the Church secretly 
realizes the doctrines of Scripture, which doctrines the world will not allow. The modern scheme is very 
careful to separate the cross of Christians from the Cross of CHRIST, which the Scriptures, we think, in 
mysterious and manifold ways, unite, in the same way that type and prophecy often combine allusions 
to CHRIST and to His members. Now, consider the Friday fast with respect to this subject. The Church 
has always set apart this day for meditation on CHRIST'S death and passion. But how is it to be 
observed? First of all it is a matter of obedience; in the next place the Church requires fasting on this 
day, both of which are in fact the bearing of our own cross. And now to take the simple matter of fact, in 
this case fasting and obedience is what would be called bearing our own cross, and the effect of this is to 
dispose the heart to prayer, and to heavenly affections, and a sense of GOD'S mercy in CHRIST; thus, as 
Bishop Wilson observes, "the mystery of the cross is learned under the cross." Nor can this day be rightly 
observed excepting in such a manner as leads to these affections. Something of the same kind may be 
said respecting the LORD'S day, on which the Ancient Church used to observe the posture of standing in 
prayer, to express that we are risen together with CHRIST. To realize the Christian Sunday is a matter of 
faith, and requires a knowledge of the "power of the Resurrection:" to insist on the observance of the 
Jewish Sabbath is to insist on an external duty, and may be popularly expedient; it comes more among 
things of sight; the former is received by faith in the invisible sanctions of long Tradition; the latter 
insisted on by express legal sanction. 

Again, the mode in which the Church teaches us to regard Holy Scripture is one of Reserve. Let us take 
for instance, the use of Psalms in daily public worship; by this circumstance of thus using them, it is 




evident she considers them as a Christian manual of devotion. And yet modern systems, which 
disparage or separate from the Church, consider them as very unfit for such a purpose. The Church uses 
them entirely upon a principle of reserve: for of course, for a Christian to be repeating expressions 
concerning war, "the shield, the sword, and the battle," or concerning legal sacrifices, "offering bullocks 
and goats," or of "the hill of Sion," and the mountains that surrounded Jerusalem; or of Sihon king of the 
Amorites, and Og the king of Bashan; or of Edom and Babylon being laid even with the ground: all these 
things are of course (as Dr. Watts has stated them to be) unfit words for a Christian, excepting upon this 
principle of reserve; according to which we believe that the inspiration of GOD is in the words, and 
reverence them as full of Divine meanings with respect to ourselves. Something after the same manner 
that we look upon a Church and altar as holy, though to bodily eyes they are nothing more than cold 
stones or bare wood. And after some faint imitation of this vast principle of reserve, which thus 
pervades the Church of GOD, it is supposed that even the visible shape and structure of sacred edifices 
was intended by our forefathers to represent sacred mysteries, and the higher doctrines of our faith. 
Indeed, the Lessons themselves which are read in Divine worship are many of them not at all 
understood by some, by most very imperfectly. Hence this popular system will not allow this reading of 
Holy Scripture to be sufficient for maintaining their opinions, without also what they call the "preaching 
of the Word," by which it is implied, that the Scriptures themselves are not the Word in the sense in the 
which they use the term. Because they do not put forward prominently and explicitly on all occasions 
the doctrine they regard. 

But moreover, with regard to the doctrine of the Atonement, it is contained throughout the whole of 
the Liturgy, after this manner of sacred reserve: inasmuch as the whole tone, spirit, and character of it, 
and especially the Litany, is expressive of this doctrine; and in fact conveys it, teaches it, infuses a right 
sense of it, more vitally and truly than any set speeches could do, in the same way that it is taught by all 
our LORD'S words and actions. So that they of her sons whose spirit is in unison with her prayers, rightly 
receive this great cardinal truth: they whose spirit is not thus in accordance with her cannot receive it 
rightly. 


4. The Church realizes the Kingdom in secret. 


Now to realize all these mysterious blessings contained in the Church were, indeed, to understand the 
meaning of the term by which it is designated in Scripture as "the kingdom of Heaven" upon earth. It is 
all founded on that vast principle in Religion, that "he who will do the will, shall know of the doctrine." 
They are all things that depend on the state of the heart: they cannot be otherwise than real and 
substantial gifts as they have reference entirely to GOD'S unseen presence, and only thus attained by 
secret faith and obedience. Now, some persons will allow that the case is perfectly true respecting our 
LORD'S conduct in the flesh, that He observed this reserve (as shown in Tract 80. part i.) but they would 
confine it to that alone: they may be asked then, whether the case of the Church in all these respects is 
not perfectly analogous to it: our LORD is present in His Church according to His promise, and in all these 
things as of old, "He doth not strive, nor cry, nor lift up His voice in the streets." 

We have in these points endeavoured to show more especially that the Church holds, after a living and 
substantial manner, those great truths of our LORD'S Divinity and Atonement: she holds in secret what 
others require to be publicly pronounced aloud. But as the Church is more especially the dispensation of 
the SPIRIT, so it may be shown that she realizes, in the same kind of retiring modesty, all those 



influences of the SPIRIT connected with duty and dependence on the part of man, which it is thought so 
necessary publicly to profess. It is very evident how this is implied in the principle of the Church 
sacramentally conveying grace: not to all indiscriminately, but to those who duly watch and wait for 
those gifts. It might be shown in like manner, how each article in the third part of the Creed, respecting 
the dispensation of the SPIRIT, is found fulfilled in the Church after a living manner, and not in human 
plans of religion. "The Holy Catholic Church" is realized throughout it, all our principles and practices 
being thence derived, and holding us in union with her. "The Communion of Saints" is maintained by 
unity of worship, by similarity of devotional forms, by one Baptism, and also by her Saints' days; 
whereby various Churches throughout the world, by commemorating the same Saints, on the same 
days, preserve a communion of spirit with the living, and also with the dead, whom they commemorate. 
"The Forgiveness of sins," is taught by her Sacraments, and Absolution. "The Resurrection of the body," 
by the doctrine of the Eucharist, as always considered to have some mysterious connection with the 
resurrection of our bodies by the reverential regard with which she looks on Churchyards: and the whole 
tone of her Liturgy and prayers, looks forward to "a life everlasting after death." So fully do her Services 
contain every doctrine and every principle which has a reference to the Holy SPIRIT: and as far as her 
sons, by faith and obedience, realize the same, they obtain the blessings of the SPIRIT; though the world 
knows not of it. And if the Church is reproached for not exhibiting these sacred truths more publicly, 
that reproach she shares with her Divine Founder and Master, to whom it was said, "If thou doest these 
things, show thyself to the world." 

There are many points in which this sacred economy of the Church, being directed to the eye of GOD, 
and not to man, as one of reserve, is free from the temptations to which human systems are liable: it 
has no temptation to put forth principles of expediency rather than of truth, as that of Regeneration 
after Baptism: it is in a great degree independent of numbers;-are there few or many that hold them, it 
matters not: it is free from the temptation to party spirit; it needs no words, no professions, to collect 
others around in sympathy; to make "broad phylacteries," wearing without that which should be within: 
external ordinances serve the purpose of external bonds of union, and it thus secretly enters into the 
Communion of Saints. And, again, the House of GOD is, we know, "the House of Prayer," for the 
purposes of worship, but those whose religion mainly consists in popular appeals, are used to say, that 
the sight of a thinly-attended Church is perfectly deadening to them: and judging from their own 
feelings, they think it very desirable, that a Church should never be open, but when fully frequented: 
they need, moreover, external sympathies more for worship: but not so those who are used to realize, 
or endeavour to realize, in a Church, GOD'S presence: where Angels are intermingled as their associates 
in worship. And it is remarkable, that the two systems, that of this sacred reserve, and that of popular 
expediency, cannot exist together, without one derogating from the other: in the same way that what is 
carnal, sensible, visible, has tendency to stifle that which is spiritual and invisible. Where preaching (or 
rather eloquence of speech) is too highly estimated, prayer and the sacraments must necessarily lose 
their value: spirits excited, and moved beyond the tone of GOD'S WORD, cannot enter in the calm and 
deep reality of the sacred services. 

But it may be asked, if the principle of the Church is so much of this retiring character, how is she as well 
calculated to propagate the Gospel publicly, and extensively, in the world, as the more popular system, 
and to bring into CHRIST'S fold His sheep that are scattered abroad? To this it should be a sufficient 
answer, that these are the ways of GOD; this is the point we maintain; to which it may be added, that at 
that early period when this system was most of all observed in the Church, the Gospel spread itself 
throughout the earth in a manner quite beyond any subsequent example: for as they then carefully 
inculcated that saving truths could not be known, but by obedience and faith, they preserved that unity 
to which the blessing is attached. But it may be explained in this manner, how it is that the Church, 



under this veil of reserve, must necessarily be more powerful than any human modes or principles of 
extending the faith. For all the means we have spoken of, as belonging to the Church, are ways of 
obtaining holiness of life and GOD'S favour: and the obedience of Christians is the light of the world; 
example the most powerful of persuasions. But besides these, preaching, catechising, and all such 
means directed to mankind, obtain their greatest efficacy from holiness of life. And the point we have 
endeavoured to show in popular systems, is their want of real efficacy; that expediency in things Divine 
is the worst policy: for surely the ways of GOD are more powerful than those of man, though it is 
impossible they should appear so to mankind, as they are spiritually and morally discerned. A faithful 
Church is necessarily a converting Church, for it is of itself, "a city set on a hill that cannot be hid," the 
true Bethlehem, from which CHRIST goeth forth publicly, though there hid in secret: the true 
Bethlehem, the house of bread, which is the Church, the city of GOD. Though it be silent, if that were 
possible, yet in holy reserve it preaches aloud; "though there be neither speech nor language, yet their 
voices are heard among them." 

When our LORD in the Sermon on the Mount, after laying down the laws of evangelical righteousness, 
proceeded to give directions respecting the three modes by which power should be obtained to fulfil His 
Laws, viz. by Prayer and Almsgiving and Fasting, He confined those regulations especially by the law of 
secrecy, commanding that they were to be done in secret, with reference alone to our FATHER, who 
seeth in secret, and will reward openly. It seems not unnatural to think that in these He spoke 
(according to the vastness of Divine words) of what must be the essential character of His Church, as 
therein all duties are by faith to be directed to Him who dwelleth in secret: and there is something of a 
reward which is openly promised in this world (in prelude to the manifestation hereafter), in that, from 
the strength thus derived in secret, the example shines before men, who are able to see the good works, 
and by their own conversion by these means, glorify GOD. 

And thus, is there are persons living in the fear of GOD, and entirely given up to the things that are 
unseen, and making great sacrifices to do so, (which has been the purpose with whole bodies of 
Christians in religious houses) not only by the prevailing power of their prayers, and such means as are 
known to GOD only, but as a witness, their efficacy is most powerful in supporting a sense of piety in the 
world. Such a religion, which has its anchor in the invisible world, is not moved by the storms of this: a 
city which has its foundation on the eternal hills, and standeth fast like the great mountains. In contrast 
to which, this modern system, partaking of the character of our own age of expediency, and mostly 
founded on feeling, is moved by every wind; it partakes of the weakness of human things, and cannot 
stand when the floods arise. For surely it must be allowed that it consists, not in Sacraments, not in gifts 
of GOD bestowed on His chosen, not in Divinely appointed Ordinances, not in Liturgical Services, not in 
prayer, not in obedience, not in the strong holds of the eternal world, and the secret strength of GOD: 
but in words and phrases, in professions and emotions, in popular appeals, and party zeal: in 
confounding all distinctions between the Church of GOD and all the sects that prevail among misguided 
men. Very tenderly as we must wish to speak of individuals that adopt it (some of whom are in fact but 
attempting to realize the substance of great Christian truths which have been forgotten) yet, surely we 
must see that this religious system has about it something which falls in with, and encourages, nay, 
assumes its own character and complexion from, that spirit of disobedience and lawlessness, which is to 
prevail in the last days. 


5. The best preservative of sound principles. 



But it may be asked, do not those who bring forward the doctrines of the Church among ourselves, act 
in a manner at variance with this principle? It is sincerely hoped that they have not done so. They have 
indeed put forth the highest and most sacred doctrines, respecting the regenerating power of Baptism, 
and the sacrifice of the blessed Eucharist, matters beyond all others of sacred reserve, and the discipline 
of the secret. But they have done so by constraint, as bearing witness, which they were bound to do 
most distinctly and fully, to principles and doctrines of the Church, vitally important, but very much 
forgotten, and even denied by many, not only of Christians in general, but also of her ministers. And this 
they have done, not so much in popular discourses as in argumentative treatises, directed for the most 
part to the clergy: and not, it is hoped, without some sense and due reverence for their importance; 
certainly not in a manner to move the feelings and render them popular, by separating them from other 
distasteful truths, but with those accompanying doctrines, which have a tendency to make both those 
that bear and those that speak, serious. Those especially (or we might speak in the singular number) 
who have brought forward these two great doctrines just mentioned, might have met with a more 
favourable reception from the world, had they not associated with them other subjects equally 
forgotten, and naturally unpopular and unwelcome, such as the danger of sin after Baptism, the 
necessity of mortification, the doctrine of Judgment to come. Surely if any thing would dispose men to 
speak of those high doctrines of the Sacraments with reverential reserve, and to hear of them with 
seriousness, it is their connection with these subjects: not that they have been thus connected with any 
designed intention of this kind, but that they have naturally gone together, from the spontaneous acting 
of those who felt the importance of what they said, and have therefore, as it were accidentally, fallen in 
with the Scriptural mode of teaching. Had all religious matters been treated with this spirit, there would 
have been no need for the subject of this Tract. That these Church principles should be received by 
others with this spirit, is perhaps, in this age, scarcely to be expected: and yet, from the absence of it, 
are to be apprehended all those evils which we have deprecated under a different form. 

The one and sole end of all that has been taught respecting the Church, is simply to point out the means 
of obtaining and continuing in GOD'S favour, during our stay in this world, and being accepted of Him for 
the sake of JESUS CHRIST at last, and escaping the sad doom that awaits the impenitent world. If 
considered in any other point of view they are thoroughly unprofitable and vain, of no more worth than 
the idle speculations of the day, the schemes of business, and plans of politics, merely specious theories 
respecting things most holy, which may touch the fancy with their transcendent beauty, and amuse the 
imagination, but leave the heart worldly, and pride unsubdued: nay, with regard to a better world, they 
are in such a case not merely unprofitable, but they may become snares to delude the conscience, and 
leave us at last, like all earthly things, with a shadow in our hands, having for ever lost the substance. 

For in proportion as they are themselves holy and true and life-giving, they must necessarily be 
dangerous in their abuse. But now, if this one end and aim is the most rare thing in the world to obtain, 
the very last thing to be expected of creatures corrupt and inclined to evil as we are, then, of course, it is 
to be feared, that these principles may be perverted to other than these the highest of all purposes. At 
all events, if they should spread and become popular in the world, then of course one would fear, that 
they are not taught, or at all events not received, in their purity: one would apprehend that there was 
something wrong or possibly, if such holy principles are received without a change of life, it may be but 
the raising of that temple of GOD, in which Antichrist will sit, and exalt himself at last. 

For as every thing is difficult in proportion to its excellence and value; very difficult therefore must it be 
to enter into the fulness of these blessings, which these doctrines of the Church contain. For instance, if 
we take the subject of prayer, the spirit and temper and practice of prayer being more essentially that of 
the Church Catholic; how difficult is it to pray aright; so much so, that it were not too much to say, that it 
requires the very utmost stretch of our endeavours, the perfection of our highest faculties, the labour of 



a long life, to learn to pray. The very best of men are but learners in this art, and become most sensible 
of their deficiencies. How much more so must it be to realize also the Divine Sacraments, and attain 
unto the greatness of their efficacy. Such indeed it were to understand the meaning of Divine words, 
which speak of the Church as a "kingdom of Heaven;" it were to be indeed a heaven upon earth. And in 
the progressive attainment of that knowledge, "blessed is he that feareth always." 

The less therefore that these most holy doctrines are received into the heart, the more loudly will they 
be spoken of. Divine fear, like Divine love, has ever about it this natural modesty it has little to say, its 
chief language is that of prayer, and that in secret: as all its ways are directed to One who seeth in 
secret, it is ever fearful of man's praise, and fearless of his reproach. 

Those who most value sacred things will in general say least about them: admiration indeed and joy will 
find a voice, and a spontaneous expression, as the shepherds published abroad what they had heard of 
the Angels and seen: but yet in such eloquence there will always be a natural reserve. And even these 
feelings, when increased greatly and fixed very deeply, will be silent: the shepherds spake, but Mary was 
silent, she "kept these things and pondered them in her heart." 

Disputation, says Hooker, speaking of the Eucharist, is a sign of a want of love, and perhaps a sign of a 
want of faith also, for it was something of a disputatious spirit, that St. Thomas evinced, when he said 
that he must feel and handle. Whenever, also, there is a secret doubt of an opinion which we wish to 
entertain, there is a disposition to dispute and persuade, in order that by obtaining the persuasions of 
others, we may establish our own convictions. This may be seen in the origin of the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation: it arose in a dereliction and forgetfulness of the discipline of reserve on that subject; 
in a want of the high and ancient reverence; in a desire to establish and prove to the world a great 
secret of GOD. The result was profaneness in both parties. Not only in the denial of Sacramental grace 
on the one side, but in the low and carnal conceit which Transubstantiation introduced. So awful in its 
consequences has been the attempt to bring out the doctrine of the Eucharist from the holy silence, 
which adoring reverence suggests; the attempt of the human understanding with unhallowed boldness 
to fathom the deep things of GOD; to circumscribe the Ineffable, who hath made His pavilion in dark 
water, with thick clouds to cover Him; to look into the ark of GOD; to pry into those secret things which 
the ALMIGHTY has reserved unto Himself. The Primitive Church thought otherwise, as of a doctrine to 
be realized by devotion, rather than capable of being expressed in human language; considering it 
impossible for human reason to define its nature, or to think and speak worthily of that which is Divine. 
It is no part of our duty to censure the state of other Churches, but where, for our own protection, 
Christian wisdom and charity require it. And it is worthy of observation, that, in the Church of Rome, 
that which is Roman and Tridentine, in distinction from that which is Catholic, is characterized by a want 
of this reserve. The want of reserve and reverence which attends the elevation of the Host, and the 
public processions connected with it, is very great indeed: these are indications (like many things of a 
different nature in the system we have condemned) that it is popular impression, and not a sense of 
GOD'S presence, which is considered: for here there can be no true veneration; and "where GOD is, 
there must be the fear of Him." They are of the nature of religious frauds; it is effect which is more 
thought of than truth. 

The same may be shown in many other circumstances of their religion: it is indeed the Catholic Church, 
but decked out with tinsel and false ornaments to catch the eye; like a statue of the purest marble 
painted and besmeared, till scarce a vestige of its true substance is seen. Consider, for instance, their 
sacred edifices: the Church holds these to be worthy of the deepest veneration as the places of GOD'S 
peculiar presence; and the altar more especially. But what is to be said of tawdry decorations of 
Churches and sacred things? Would we wish to see any human being that we venerated and respected 



thus meretriciously adorned? It is an attempt at comparatively little cost to catch the eye, very unlike 
that ancient religion which is costly, and chaste, and simple; which would gladly be poor in this world, 
that it may offer to GOD what is most worthy and valuable, and cares not, but in a secondary manner, 
for the effect on mankind; for we always look to that which we most love. 

In these things to look to GOD will lead us to the reserve of a sacred simplicity: ostentatious singularity 
and display is a looking to man. To know GOD in His holy places; to know GOD in His Sacraments, in His 
Word, in prayer, is the kingdom of Heaven. But if the Israelites could fall away with the pillar of fire 
before them, and the destruction of the Egyptians behind; if, in the light of the Baptist's teaching, men 
could "rejoice for a season only;" and could eat of the loaves from our SAVIOUR'S hands, and yet deny 
Him; we have more reason to fear for the abuse of sacred truth, than presume on its being revived 
among us. 

And how are the many evils to be avoided which we would guard against? To say that we are always to 
be reverent on sacred things, to speak with reverence, to act with reverence, surely this will not produce 
what we want; but rather the very opposite; for to put on the appearance of reverence for example's 
sake, or for the edification of others, were but the very thing which we condemn, and were no better 
than formal hypocrisy. All that can be said is, not to seek to remedy by external effects, that which can 
only be from within; to think less of appearance, more of the reality; to be natural, serious, forbearing, 
as considering what, and where we are, and what we are coming to. 


6. Caution necessary with respect to the latent senses of Scripture. 


There is another subject which necessarily must attract much attention, as men's minds are turned 
more to Theology: and which comes on this generation with all the attractions, and all the dangers, of 
novelty; and that is, the depth and vastness of type, analogy, and prophecy contained in GOD'S WORD. 
Now with regard to these things it must be remembered, that attention to them has been revived by 
person of some experience, and some reading; and the right and true understanding of such subjects, 
the Fathers, to whom they refer us, speak of as being the result of a life of devotion and piety. Such, for 
instance, is the knowledge of these mystical and deeper senses of Scripture; they consider them to be 
disclosed to prayer rather than learning. But of course there is no reason why these should not become 
matters for mere speculative inquiry, and curious research: they are at once highly attractive and 
pleasing to the imagination: the analogies of Scripture open new worlds to the mind, like discoveries in 
the material Heavens, and may excite the curiosity we derive from our fallen parents. The accurate 
closeness of its phrases, is like the nice formation in each flower of the field; its light like the body of the 
Heavens in its clearness; its vastness like the bosom of the sea; its variety like scenes of nature. Nothing, 
therefore, can be more captivating, more sublime, more engaging; tempting the mind by its 
indefiniteness to fresh pursuits, and new inquiries; and from thence to speculate, to talk, to be 
eloquent, on such points; to make even them also matters of display. Here, therefore, the reserve of 
natural piety will be broken, for these are not the uses for which GOD'S revealed WORD was intended, 
but only that we might come to the knowledge of Him and of ourselves. 

One thing is certain, that the deep senses and hidden knowledge of Scripture, are intended to enlighten 
the heart and exercise the affections, not to gratify the intellect or try the ingenuity. With regard to any 
knowledge that is truly valuable, the unhallowed intellect can of itself learn nothing. As in all other 
matters, in His Providences, His moral government, in the events of life, and the thoughts of man's 



mind, GOD will reveal Himself only to the pure in heart, to the humble, and such as keep His 
commandments: so also in His written Word, He will manifest Himself to such only. He will disclose 
Himself to each in that particular way, perhaps, in which they reverently seek Him; to one in exercises of 
devotion; to another in acts of charity; to another in the practice of humiliation; to another in the 
religious fulfilment of practical duties; to another in the study of Holy Scripture. Not that either of these 
can be pursued exclusively to the neglect of the others, for he, who breaks one law of his Christian 
calling, is guilty of all: but as the peculiar sphere of each is regulated by the great Disposer of all, so the 
line which is appointed unto each, is that course which, if rightly pursued, will lead him to GOD, and to 
the manifestation of some one of His attributes, which are variously disclosed to each. To search out and 
study in Holy Scripture nothing more than the beauty of its analogies, the strength and depth of its 
figures, the harmony of its proportions, and its perfection as a whole, were indeed but a poor and 
barren study of itself alone: and poor would be its reward, if it could attain unto the greatest skill in this 
knowledge. It would be like scientific studies in the natural world, which, if exclusively pursued, will, we 
know, draw away the heart from GOD, and not nearer to Him. But if they are pursued at every step in a 
thorough dependence on Him, from whom alone cometh down every good and perfect gift; with a 
devout acknowledgment of His perfections whenever they are disclosed; and a desire to know Him, in 
order to serve and worship Him better; then, no doubt, He will through these studies impart that 
wisdom, to the attainment of which St. Paul so earnestly exhorts his Ephesian converts, that knowledge 
which is one with faith;-these two being as closely united with each other as light and heat, the one 
illuminating, and the other quickening the soul after some heavenly manner. The knowledge of Holy 
Scripture, which is thus life-giving, may be ever progressive, leading more and more into hidden riches 
and treasures: the promise is given, and to him who knocks at the door by humble prayer, it will 
infallibly be opened. And he will still have to knock again at the door, and be admitted again into the 
inner shrine of ever-increasing light; and as he advances onward into better knowledge, and more light, 
he will see himself more and more deformed and unsightly, until, at length, he will wish to be entirely 
withdrawn from the sight of man, and to be hidden with GOD. 

Now, if we study Scripture with this single eye, under the guidance of GOD'S good SPIRIT, we shall so far 
be preserved and protected by this sacred modesty; it will prevent us from exposing the treasures of 
GOD, or His secret gifts; and will suggest to us, that so far as we are truly desirous to do good to others, 
we shall observe towards them this forbearance, according as their case requires. We shall have no 
need of a system, for we shall do it naturally: the example of St. Paul on this subject of the mystical 
senses of Scripture is quite sufficient; he does not, we may suppose, set himself any system or rule of 
secrecy; on which account his example is of more weight in always observing it: as it shows that it is a 
law of natural piety, which the HOLY SPIRIT has stamped on our souls. So that if any body be otherwise 
minded, and yet is seeking His heavenly guidance, He will reveal even this unto him, so that "he will walk 
by the same rule, he will mind the same thing." For consider St. Paul's reserve in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews on the subject of Melchisedeck: how different is his conduct to that which the modern wisdom 
of expediency would suggest? These mystical prophecies in the Old Testament, so long secretly 
contained in it respecting the Messiah, so distinct and so minute, must, (it might have been thought) if 
publicly brought forward, have struck these carnally-minded Hebrews very much; such wonderful 
circumstances, couched in such apparently accidental mention, in a book written at so early an age, 
would have been a great confirmation of their faith, and would have inspired them with awe for the 
sacred volume, and for the person of CHRIST, for whose coming there had been such solemn and so long 
preparation; and how (might it have been urged) would it have increased their awe for the Holy 
Eucharist to find the allusion to it contained in this passage in Genesis. But St. Paul thought otherwise. It 
is precisely in the same manner that we might have supposed our LORD'S fully disclosing Himself would 
have been so beneficial to the unbelieving Jews. But the conduct of our LORD and of His Apostles is 



perfectly analogous: and that of the Fathers on the same subject is so similar, that we cannot but 
suppose it is by the same SPIRIT. We may, indeed, sometimes speak of these things publicly: and may 
even enlarge on the sacred mysteries of the most blessed Eucharist, (which is so awfully depreciated) 
but afterwards we shall, I think, feel some misgiving, some instinctive feeling, as if reverence was hurt: 
in such cases, a man's own mind will tell him more than ten men that stand on a watchtower. Though of 
course, they who have to combine theological studies with popular teaching, will often find some 
difficulty on this subject, which St. Augustine describes himself as struggling with. 


7. Secret religious duties, conversation, and controversy. 


There is another point, in which it would seem that the Roman Church of late years has out-stepped the 
retiring nature of Christian piety, to the great injury of the religious character, viz. in the observation of 
fast days, which has become very external, and looks too much to human obligation: thereby bringing in 
some degree into the sanctuary of GOD, the unsanctifying eye of man. On this subject, therefore, we 
require to be reminded of our LORD'S sacred injunction of a reserved secrecy. We would, of course, 
keep the fasts of the Church religiously and scrupulously, for as Bishop Wilson says, Woe be to that 
Christian, who knows not what it is to fast, even when the Church requires it. And with regard to the 
shame which men, and especially the young, are apt to feel at being thought under the subjection of 
rule and ordinances, we would take for our especial warning those awful words, "Whosoever is 
ashamed of me and of my words of him shall the Son of man be ashamed." But when this shame is once 
overcome, if it be before the heart be humbled, and any thing is to be gained in the way of countenance 
or sympathy, there is a danger of a feeling being introduced alien to Christian delicacy, on this most 
delicate of all subjects. There are duties to the unseen, but ever-seeing GOD, and expressions of love to 
Him; and what an exceedingly delicate thing this love is? What a breath of air seems to sully it, how it 
shrinks from the light of common day? This may be seen in Mr. James Bonnel's treatment of himself on 
these points; how does his own moral feeling exemplify our SAVIOUR'S very remarkable and particular 
directions on the subject of these duties. It is indeed true, that the observance of these things is so out 
of fashion, that a public warning, and a public profession of them is almost needful: but such public 
testimonies, while they are necessary, are painful; and when they cease to be painful, become a snare. 
The strength of truth is from its connexion with other worlds, and, therefore, is in secret; "Thy words 
have I hid within my heart"-and why? "That I should not sin against Thee." Or again, if we press these 
duties on others beyond what they are able to bear, or beyond what they may reasonably think our own 
sincerity will warrant, how may we rather repel than invite them! The cause of truth may suffer in our 
hands. Let our private self-denial exceed, and precede, our public testimony. 

Others again, may be half inclined to cast aside this reserve, from feelings of natural pride at the 
greatness of that high cause in which they are interested; in which the best names of all ages have been 
engaged. There is, moreover, something of refinement and good taste connected with the highest 
principles, which it is honourable to be associated with; these may tempt some to be too forward in so 
holy a cause, too forward in externally maintaining, far too backward in practically realizing them. But, 
above all, there is a humble quietness in all these retiring ways of seeking GOD; whereas our natural 
tempers seek for excitement, and press forward to something beyond. 


Such persons, who are tempted to feel as if they were supporters of, rather than supported by, the 
Church, her friends rather than her disciples, should be requested to consider, what it is to be 



supporting the cause of the Holy Catholic Church, and that of great and good men. Who are we, that we 
should venture to do so? It is our highest honour to be supposed capable of a lively interest for the 
former, and to be allied in sympathy with the latter. It is a privilege and high favour we may well aspire 
to. But are we in our lives and habits worthy to take this upon us; may we not by doing so, bring 
discredit, by our favour and zeal, on that sacred cause? Is there not something of presumption in 
venturing too freely to connect our names with theirs? Here again, do we not require a certain reserve 
and modesty, to keep us faithful? Servants about a king's presence, may be proud of that nearness, and 
of the company that it brings them into; but they venture not to speak of this; but in the exact fulfilment 
of their duties are more zealous not to be found wanting. We know that Sir Matthew Hale was cautious 
not to be too much thought religious, lest he should fall into sin, and so bring discredit on the cause of 
GOD: is not something of this feeling a right and good one, with respect to the great principles and great 
names when our profession may bring into disrepute by some fault? And besides, surely our great 
object must be to cherish in ourselves deep and quiet principles; to strengthen in ourselves more and 
more a right and adequate sense of what we believe, rather than to hold them externally and 
disputatiously. A desire for disputation, is no sign of a regard for truth: how much the habit of looking at 
things with this view, eats out the seriousness and delicacy of Christian piety, is too sadly evident in the 
Roman controversialists. Deep waters are still and unruffled, and scarce perceptible in their motion to 
the ear and eye: shallow streams are noisy and disturbed. 

But as on this, and some other points to which this subject refers, there have existed strange 
misapprehensions, or rather, it must be said, vague suspicions of some meaning neither expressed nor 
intended, it seems requisite to say a little more distinctly, what it is which has been neither taught nor 
meant. It will be observed, that nothing whatever is said in this treatise to recommend our forming a 
system of reserve, nor our watching over ourselves to suppress the natural expression of what we 
revere and love, nor our forming a close society for the freer communication of religious sentiments: but 
that we endeavour above all things to cherish in ourselves a habit of reverence, that we speak as truth 
dictates, and speak naturally. What has been said, has been put forth defensively; in order to show that 
the assuming of a religious tone, is so far from being necessary, that it is highly to be deprecated, as 
injurious to ourselves and others; that in an age which looks so much to effect and appearance, we must 
thoroughly study truth and reality. No rule of silence need perhaps be even thought of by a 
simple-minded piety, that has not dimmed the light within, nor lost the single eye. But few of us are of 
this kind. It has been shown in the former treatise to be rather the unavoidable effect in good men, 
under the teaching of GOD'S good SPIRIT, than any thing to be recommended as a rule; because all we 
say is, that such reserve is natural, and that, where it is lost, religion has lost its best protection and its 
strength. We have only to repeat, therefore, our former admonition, (Tract 80. Part iii.) that we follow in 
this as in all other matters our LORD'S example, who was ever watching to do good, never ostentatiously 
and unnecessarily obtruding religion and, as it were, ever spoke naturally. 

The fact is, that this is one of the many subjects in which we have to go back, and learn of children; there 
is remarkable in children, together with that openness and freedom which accompanies simplicity and 
singleness of heart, that modesty also and reserve which is here inculcated; it is one of the most 
beautiful and interesting traits of that age: like the bloom on the flower; when this is spoiled in children 
they have lost the highest hopes we can entertain of them; it is one of the first indications of the loss of 
innocency. 

It must also be observed, that there are among mankind great constitutional diversities of temper and 
character, which render the same free expressions of their sentiments, in some perfectly natural, which 
would be far from being so in another. So far, therefore, as it is natural, it will not offend against this 
rule of modesty; but, of course, being the teaching of GOD, will be the best means to promote the cause 



of His truth. 


Certain it is, notwithstanding, that persons of deep feeling and seriousness of mind have thought it 
requisite to prescribe to themselves rules of reserve; have felt, that when they have not done so they 
have injured their better mind, and it has been a subject of regret to them. Now the statement of this 
principle should be a protection to such, that they should not be harshly and inconsiderately judged for 
so doing. 

And indeed, in such cases, the reserve of a reverential and thoughtful character is of itself the most 
emphatic language, this silence the strongest eloquence of affection. This even nature dictates on the 
common law of our poor earthly affections,- 

"Incipit effari, mediaque in voce resistit." 

Even heathen piety, in holy places, and on subjects that are holy, would say, eufhmeite, which 
expression, though it literally implied "use words of good," was piously interpreted to mean silence or 
reserve, and a guard on the thoughts. And doubtless that is a beautiful and right feeling, which quite 
shrinks from an affectation of religious discourse: "it is quite nauseous," says Bishop Butler; tot eipein 
eupeteV musagma pwV, says the Greek Poet. Such a practice must be very injurious. Even where sacred 
principles are truly cherished, this natural reserve strengthens, tries, and matures them, when they have 
to snake their way through difficulties, and are not fully explained; whereby they show themselves in 
fruit rather than leaves, in action rather than words. "Be swift to hear," says Holy Scripture, "slow to 
speak;" "be ready to give an answer with meekness and fear, to him who asks a reason of your hope." 

The subject ought also to suggest to us some little forbearance with regard to matters of disputation 
and controversy. If, where truth is (according to the often repeated remark of Tertullian), "there GOD is, 
and where GOD is, there must be the fear of Him," we have to apprehend the worst consequences from 
that prevailing irreverence in religion, which it has been the object of this treatise to call attention to; 
and it makes it incumbent on each to look to himself. With regard to controversial disputations, either in 
discourse or writing, where the object can scarcely be con-ceived to be a sincere desire of knowing the 
truth, surely we should thoughtfully weigh our LORD'S example, and His very remarkable silence on 
many occasions, or His indirect answer, and that under the strongest accusations. "The chief Priests 
accused Him of many things, but He answered nothing; and Pilate asked Him again, saying, answerest 
Thou nothing? behold how many things they witness against Thee. But JESUS yet answered nothing, so 
that Pilate marvelled." This silence, says St. Jerome, expiates the excuses of Adam: and Origen has 
spoken of it as the example, which we are to follow in attacks on our faith, except where the 
circumstances call for a reply. We may observe throughout our LORD'S exceeding watchfulness (so to 
speak) to meet every desire of knowing the truth in those around Him, and how, from His knowledge of 
their hearts, He often anticipated their expressions; how continually, even with those who were not 
thus desirous, He kept suggesting thoughts, which, if pursued, might serve them as a clue to their 
arriving at the truth, or would remove their prejudices. But with regard to entering into their captious 
difficulties, or answering their unreasonable accusations, He appears to have avoided it, and patiently 
submitted, although their false or falsely coloured charges were loud in the ears of others, "committing 
Himself unto Him who judgeth righteously." 

It is moreover too evident, how many things come in to instigate to controversial attacks and 
disputations, besides a regard for the truth: how much of self, how much of careless inattention to the 
whole matter in dispute; what slowness to comprehend, combined with determination to deny. Persons 
will often admit accidentally and unconsciously their knowledge of that truth which their arguments are 



intended to controvert. It is the state of the heart in such matters which is to be changed; a mind set 
earnestly on the attainment of truth itself will avoid such disputations; and therefore perhaps it is told 
us, that though we are to be "ever ready to give an answer to Him that asketh," and we may add to Him 
who desireth, "with meekness and fear:" that the servant of the LORD must be "gentle and apt to 
teach;" yet it is said that he "must not strive: Foolish and unlearned questionings avoid, knowing that 
they gender strifes," is St. Paul's advice to the Christian minister. In the case of infidelity in the nearest of 
relatives, it is enjoined, that such may be gained over without argument, by "beholding chaste 
conversation, coupled with fear." To take a very strong instance of that subtle and secret hypocrisy 
which we have been speaking of, we all know that there are instances of persons standing forth as the 
public champions of a Church, or some form of faith, whose lives deny their belief in the very existence 
of a GOD. Let us take care that there be nothing of this, the same in kind, though less in degree, in 
our-selves. 


8. Untenable objections on the ground of our present position. 


But there are some objections to this treatise, of a very obvious and simple kind, which it is difficult to 
know how to answer, as they arise from a strange misapprehension in limine of the nature of the 
subject: objections which, as was stated before, are necessarily implied in the very word revelation. It is 
thought, for instance, that the command, "Go ye into all the world, and preach the Gospel unto every 
creature," is an insurmountable objection to the whole argument. Whereas, it should be considered, 
that the whole matter under consideration is, not whether the Gospel is to be preached or not, for of 
course there could be no doubt among Christians on that subject, but respecting the most effectual 
mode of preaching it: without taking this for granted as the first axiom among Christians, viz. that the 
Gospel is to be preached, the whole inquiry has no meaning. 

With rather more appearance of reason it is alleged, that our LORD'S conduct is no example for us in this 
case; as He has said, "what I tell you in the ear, that preach ye on the housetops;" and "men do not light 
a candle, and put it under a bushel, but on a candlestick, and it giveth light unto all that are in the 
house." Now if there was any weight in these passages against this reserve, it would be merely that of 
one Scripture expression opposed to another; for there are several commands in the same discourse of 
an opposite character, and therefore of course they admit of explanation without contradicting each 
other. The obvious meaning of these passages of course is "Think not that My kingdom is to be confined, 
as now it is, to you few alone, it is to be preached to all the world;" and such a declaration evidently 
does not interfere with this principle of holy reserve, as the guide and mode of doing this most sincerely 
and effectually. And indeed to the latter text it is added, as if showing us the way by which we were to 
extend the truth, "Let your light shine before men, that they may see your good works," as Chrysostom 
says, not of course that they were to display their works in any way, but that if they keep the fire 
burning within them, it necessarily must shine. And besides which it appears, on many occasions, when 
expressions of this kind are used, that they have a reference also to the day of Judgment; as if it had 
been said, "Wonder not that My ways are so much in secret, and that I require your works also to be 
done so much in secret, and unlike those of the Pharisees; a time is coming when every thing whatever 
shall be publicly made known, to all men and angels." As if it were in some measure an explanation 
given, that that great manifestation will be a counterpart to this reserve. 

But that these expressions respecting the general knowledge of the Gospel throughout the world, do in 



no way affect this rule of reserve, will be evident if we consider the various periods of the Divine 
economy as various manifestations of CHRIST. And it will be easily perceived that they are all 
characterized by this same law. First of all the term manifestation is applied to our LORD'S appearing in 
the flesh; it is applied to Him at His birth; it is applied to the coming and calling of the Gentiles; it is 
applied to the Presentation in the temple; it is applied to our LORD at His Baptism: and to the first 
miracle He performed in Cana of Galilee. It is applied to Him more especially in His miracles and 
teaching. All these we celebrate in the Epiphany, as will be seen in the successive Gospels for that 
season; but how secretly and mysteriously were they all conducted? All these are manifestations of GOD 
seen in the flesh, our Immanuel. And all these are with this reserve. In like manner the preach-ing of the 
Gospel, and the extension of the Kingdom, are more fully manifestations of GOD; but as in the former 
cases CHRIST was known and acknowledged but by a very few, notwithstanding those manifestations of 
Himself; so is it now. It is evident that in some sense even now the manifestation of Himself must be 
according to some law of exceeding reserve and secrecy, for our LORD has said that if any man will keep 
His commandments He will love him, and will manifest Himself unto him; that He would "manifest 
Himself to His disciples, and not unto the world." Now as it is too obvious that many do not keep His 
commandments, therefore to many He is not manifested. So that to us all, even now our LORD observes 
this rule of concealing Himself even in His manifestations; and therefore all His manifestations in His 
Church are ways of reserve. 


9. This principle more than ever needed. 


But great surprise is expressed, because we have maintained that the spread of religious knowledge 
throughout the world renders it a matter for serious apprehension, lest we should abuse that 
knowledge. Surely, since to him who knoweth and doeth not to him it is sin, all knowledge of GOD 
should be accompanied with this apprehension. All things seem to be tending to the one great 
manifestation of GOD, in the day of Judgment, which will be in destruction as well as in salvation; and 
therefore it may be, as intimations going before of that time, that all manifestations of GOD even now 
are awful, and often as it were kept back with a gracious and merciful forbearance to mankind. It will, I 
think, be observed in Scripture throughout, that greater manifestations of GOD, and declarations 
accompanied with the least reserve, are ever the most awful and severe. For instance, when St. John the 
Baptist first of all proclaimed the kingdom, it was with fearful words,-of "the axe at the root of the tree," 
and the "fire unquenchable." And when our LORD went up at last to Jerusalem, He spoke more openly 
and publicly, before the Jews and in the temple; but then the things that belonged unto their peace 
were hidden from their eyes, and they could not believe; and His teaching was far more severe than it 
had been; therefore the more open manifestation was an awful matter, a matter for serious 
apprehension. 

Again, after His death the Jews were given one trial more; the HOLY GHOST was sent down, and the 
preaching of the Gospel was more open and public than ever before, and this preceded their 
condemnation; as if in some degree, and in some sense, guilty of sin against the HOLY GHOST, of the 
terrible effects of which they had been so strongly warned; then their final destruction came. This more 
public manifestation therefore was, I say, matter for serious apprehension. 


A far more extensive manifestation is now taking place over the whole world. Now the event to be 
apprehended in the last days, as closing the period of the world's trial, when GOD will spare it no longer. 



is sin against the HOLY SPIRIT. And one does not see how this can take place, how the SPIRIT can be 
rejected, excepting when the SPIRIT is manifested. Therefore the knowledge of religion, which is now 
extending over the world, is a matter for serious apprehension. Not of course that this consideration 
affords any reason for withholding that knowledge: for to preach the Gospel to the world, is our office 
and duty, whether men will hear, or whether they will forbear; we are bound to do it, marturein kai 
kerussein; but to learn how we may best do it is the part of Christian wisdom. But our having this 
knowledge should lead us to take the more heed, that we do not fall into that sin for which there are 
provided no further means of recovery. 

And let it be remembered that the whole of this treatise is, under another name, on the subject of 
irreverence; but as reverential words, or a reverential demeanour, may be but a specious irreverence 
and hypocrisy, this sacred reserve seems a better designation. Every step in this irreverence, every 
indication of it, is so far a state of progress towards the sin against the HOLY SPIRIT. And as this latter is 
unpardonable, so we may perceive that a state of irreverence, where it has thoroughly affected the 
character, is irremediable. For if men have lost all reverence for GOD, how can they pray to Him? and if 
they cannot, nor have any sense of reverence for His power, who can help them? Under any other 
circumstances men may be guilty of the worst sins, and when greater light is manifested to them, even 
at the last hour, they may repent and be forgiven: but when that light has been habitually rejected, the 
case becomes very different, the SPIRIT is quenched, the light within is darkened. When the power of 
acknowledging GOD'S presence, which is the eye of the soul, is lost, what else can restore it? None can 
approach Him without His help, and His help cannot be attained without a reverential acknowledgment 
of His presence. 

It would appear, therefore, that under the dispensation of grace in which we live, in the light of these 
full revelations of GOD, as the highest privileges are to be derived from a due acknowledgement of GOD, 
so there is the greatest conceivable danger from an absence of that fear and reverence. A danger 
incalculably increased, and infinitely beyond that of former generations, if our knowledge be so much 
greater. And this irreverence is more especially to be guarded against in all our approaches to GOD, and 
our imperfect modes of serving Him. We must remember that one of the Ten commandments refers to 
it, which is expressed in more awful terms than any other,-viz., that we take not that awful Name in 
vain, the meaning of which is not to be limited to open profaneness, but must be as extensive in its 
intentions as all the other commandments. It is to be observed, again, that the first petition in the 
LORD'S prayer seems to be for this reverence of mind, as the first thing to be obtained in all acts of 
devotion,-a prayer that GOD'S Name may be hallowed: the efficacy of our prayers depending on the 
reverential regard we have for that dreadful Name: And the last clause in the same prayer is an act or 
expression of reverence. And one of our SAVIOUR'S first rules with regard to prayer, is, that we do not 
use "vain repetitions," i.e. use idle words without a sense of Whom we are speaking to. Indeed, the first 
words of that prayer,-"Our FATHER which art in Heaven,"-may teach us the same, for that GOD is in 
Heaven and we on earth, is given as a reason why our words should be few. And in religious worship our 
SAVIOUR'S charges are chiefly directed against, what is called in Scripture, "hypocrisy." Of course, we 
cannot confine this most subtle and pervading habit to those circumstances in which it was developed in 
the religion of that day; but of all other vices it is that which most changes its complexion with the 
aspects of the age, being in itself equally applicable to human nature in all times; and surely there is 
none which more thoroughly destroys in the heart all love of truth. Such formalism may of course be 
found in a strict observance of the formal duties of religious worship; in a shape no less dangerous and 
subtle will it be developed in adopting modes of expression; and what is perhaps of all the worst, in 
taking hold of the most touching and sacred doctrines of Religion, entering as it were into the Holiest of 
Holies. In all things it consists in a want of reverence and fear, in having the form of godliness while the 



power of it is lost, the peculiar danger we are warned of in the last days. 


10. Want of reverence now prevailing. 


Let is be again considered, what this principle suggests respecting this knowledge which is now abroad, 
and how greatly our position is altered on account of that knowledge. For if the ALMIGHTY (according to 
His providential dealings with mankind) does withhold religious truth in a remarkable manner, the 
reason is because such truth is dangerous to us. It is dangerous to us to know it. Therefore, because we 
have these truths revealed to us, we are in a peculiar danger,-danger of neglecting them. There is no 
reserve in holding back that which is fully known; but there is reverence necessary because it is known. 
And therefore, the very fact of the Atonement, and other great doctrines being known, is an occasion 
for reverence respecting them of the very highest degree. 

It will be seen by a little consideration, how the circumstance of a Divine Revelation, greater spiritual 
light, i. e. a knowledge of GOD'S presence, immediately alters the character of all actions, in the same 
manner as an action in Church, or near the Altar, is perfectly different from a similar action out of 
Church. So much is this the case as to render things, which on common ground would be indifferent, to 
be profane and sacrilegious in holy places. And this seems to explain how it is that Capernaum was 
worse than Sodom, Pharisees worse than heathens. In that walking in the nearer light of GOD'S 
presence, if we may so speak, from the knowledge vouchsafed them, the complexion of their actions 
was thus altered. And, indeed, were we to look to the accounts of other writers, and human narrators, 
we should, perhaps, neither suppose those Jews, nor those places to be so far worse than others, as our 
LORD has pronounced them to be. It is in like manner that a habit of irreverence in a Church, is more 
injurious to the character than thoughtlessness without. 

We have said, therefore, that GOD'S present dealings with mankind are a subject for awful 
apprehension; surely, all manifestations which GOD is pleased to make of Himself ought to be so to 
sinful creatures, as they ever were to good men in Scripture. And far more so when it is considered with 
what little awe and apprehension these manifestations of GOD are being now received: how little 
reverential fear accompanies this knowledge the disunion that prevails, and spirit of disobedience. 
When we add to this, that it was Israel that rejected CHRIST, that it was Jerusalem that put Him to 
death; that it was the place of His continual abode, which he declared worse than the cities of 
destruction; the dwelling place of His parents that thrust Him out. That it was more than once declared, 
as if proverbially and prophetically, and with a mysterious significancy, that CHRIST was to bear witness, 
that in his own country a prophet is not received. When we consider these things, then, I say, that the 
knowledge of GOD is an occasion for fear; and the more so because not now consi-dered so. "Many shall 
run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased," but yet, notwithstanding, "the unholy shall be unholy 
still, and the unclean unclean;" "the wicked shall do wickedly, and none of them shall understand." 

The fearful extent to which this want of reverence in religion has gone, is, it is to be feared, very little 
considered or calculated upon. The degree to which all sense of the holiness of Churches is lost, is too 
evident; the efficacy of the Sacraments, the presence of GOD in them, and in His appointed ministerial 
ordinances is, it will be allowed, by no means duly acknowledged, and, indeed, less and less: men's eyes 
being not opened, they do not see with the patriarch, "how dreadful is this place," "the LORD was in this 
place, and I knew it not." There is also another point in which all due fear of GOD'S awful presence is 
lost, very far beyond what many are aware of, and that is in regard for the Holy Scripture. Some indeed, 



who profess to uphold and value them, in order to do so, depreciate the Apocryphal books, and all 
others of less plenary inspiration; as if by so doing they were exalting the Scriptures. But in fact, they do 
but lower their own standard of what is holy; and then lower the Scriptures also to meet it. The effect 
also of setting aside the Catholic Church as the interpreter of Holy Scripture, as if it needed none, is of 
the same kind; it incalculably lowers the reverence for Scripture, by making it subject to the individual 
judgment. From these things it follows, that although the Holy Scriptures are pronounced Divine (for no 
evil is done, but under a good name) they are treated as if they were not; as if human thought could 
grasp their systems, could limit their meanings, and say to that boundless ocean in which the Almighty 
walks, "Hitherto shalt Thou come and no further." If Holy Scripture contains within it the living Word, 
has a letter that killeth, and a Spirit that giveth life, with, far different a temper ought we to regard it: by 
prayer, as the Fathers say, we should knock at the door, waiting till He that is within open to us; it 
should be approached as that which has a sort of Sacramental efficacy about it, and therefore a savour 
of life, and also unto death; in short, as our SAVIOUR was of old, by them who would acknowledge Him 
as GOD, and receive His highest gifts. As the Centurion who sent the elders of the Jews unto Him, not 
venturing himself to approach; thus, humble faith from the dark corner of these latter days would rather 
seek to interpret through the Ancient Church than herself to presume. Far otherwise are the Sacred 
Scriptures now treated in evidences, in sermons, in controversial writings, in religious discourse. Divine 
words are brought down to the rule, and measure, and level of each man's earthly comprehension. And 
hence arise our Theological disputings, founded on words of Scripture, first brought down to some low, 
limited sense, and then thought to clash with and exclude each other. The Ancients, on the contrary, 
considered the Holy Scriptures like the heavens which were marked out by the lituus of the heathen 
soothsayer, wherein every thing that was found was considered full of Divine import: and speaking from 
GOD to man. They took Scriptural words as Divine words, replete with pregnant and extensive meaning. 
Thus when believing, in CHRIST, or confessing CHRIST, is spoken of as Salvation, St. Augustine remarks 
that such words are not to be taken after a low and human interpretation, but imply believing and 
confessing after a real and substantial manner according to the import of Divine words: and that to 
believe and confess this, according to truth and the vastness of Scripture, is indeed entering into the 
greatness of the Christian inheritance, which is signified by believing in CHRIST as GOD, with that 
corresponding awe and obedience which such a belief requires. With like reverential regard St. 
Chrysostom, when commencing his commentary on St. Matthew, likens it to approaching the gates of 
the heavenly city, and adds, "Let us not then with noise, or tumult enter in, but with a mystical silence. 
In this city must all be quiet and stand with soul and ear erect. For the letters not of an earthly king, but 
of the LORD of angels are on the point of being read." How many thousands of modern books had been 
unwritten; how much jealous controversy spared, had this sense of Holy Scripture been among us! 

It is, of course, from the want of a saving knowledge of GOD that there exists such a want of religious 
fear: for fear cannot but increase with an increasing knowledge of His presence, and, therefore, with all 
holiness of life. The subtle and predominant spirit, which is the source of the irreverence of the age, 
consists in a forgetfulness of GOD, even in religion, and, therefore, in looking to impression rather than 
truth. It finds a place in Ministers, in reading the prayers, in preaching, in conversation. It is seen in a 
higher regard paid to the pulpit than to the altar. In setting preaching above the Sacraments, for that 
arises from looking to man rather than to GOD. This is, in fact, that which we would condemn in the 
spirit of the age respecting building of Churches, distribution of the Scriptures, and the like. Not things of 
course in themselves to be reprehended, but in the mode and tone which characterizes religious actions 
in the present day. There is a want of fear. The same may be said, when right conduct is pursued, having 
for its end rather to set a good example to men, than to obtain favour of GOD, which is a species of what 
Holy Scripture calls hypocrisy. The numerous schemes of education which are abroad partake of the 
same earthly character, and the futility of them is of itself a proof of something wrong. They are 



founded on the idea of education consisting in knowledge, whereas it consists rather in affording right 
pleasures and pains. They are vain attempts after something different from that path which GOD has 
marked out, which is obedience to Parental, and Pastoral, and Episcopal authority, whereas these 
commence in breaking one of these ties. Hence the disunion which prevails; each has a prejudice, each a 
system, each an opinion, while the centre of union, the key-stone is lost. It was very well for heathen 
philosophers to be forming schemes of education and schemes of politics; and if human wisdom could 
have effected any thing they had far better chance of success than we. We have it revealed from 
Heaven, that there is no way of wisdom, but that of obedience and the Cross. What else can be right 
education, but that which consists in entering more fully into the privileges of that kingdom of Heaven 
which is among us? of what little value is any knowledge, excepting so far as it brings us into the 
invisible world? This is the consideration which makes us unwilling to expose the sacred things of GOD. 
Not as if we enviously withheld a boon that has been in any degree freely given to ourselves; but that 
with a due sense of its value, GOD has ever connected a reverential modest in imparting knowledge: for 
the very nature of Christian knowledge necessarily implies a desire to communicate, while it regulates 
itself by the laws of true wisdom. Such a desire will ever show itself, in a forebearance towards the 
errors of others, allowance for their unavoidable ignorance, and aptitude to teach, arising from watchful 
endeavours to do them real good. 

We may well suppose that the knowledge of CHRIST can scarcely be better described than by those 
many descriptions of the pursuit after wisdom, and the way in which she discloses herself to them that 
seek her. It is the fear of GOD throughout which is the only access to her; "the fear of the LORD is the 
beginning of wisdom:" "the fulness of wisdom is the fear of the LORD:" "the crown of wisdom is the fear 
of the LORD:" "come unto her as one that ploweth and soweth:" "he that is without understanding will 
not remain with her. She will be upon him as a mighty stone of trial; and he will cast her from him, ere it 

be long. For Wisdom is according to her name, and is not manifest unto many.Put thy feet into her 

fetters . . . bow down thy shoulder, and bear her, and be not grieved with her bonds. Come unto her 
with all thy whole heart, and keep her ways with all thy power. Search, and seek, and she shall be made 
known unto thee; and when thou hast got hold of her, let her not go. For at the last, thou shall find her 
rest." All these expressions, and such as these, may range themselves as comments and lessons around 
that one great truth,-a subject worthy of our most thoughtful contemplation, viz., that CHRIST Crucified 
was exposed to the view of all mankind, CHRIST Risen only seen by a few witnesses chosen of GOD. 


11. Summary of the whole subject. 


All that has been observed of our LORD'S conduct may suggest to us much respecting our own 
condition, as now living in this His dispensation of grace. That the meaning of the kingdom of heaven 
upon earth, and the Evangelical revelations may be said to consist in this; that GOD is (as when revealed 
in the flesh) infinitely near to us, and that if we discern Him not, it is our own fault. It is as if heaven itself 
were not a local change, but that the invisible FATHER, and SON, and HOLY GHOST, and the Majesty of 
heaven were around us, and with us, and that we might have this truth disclosed to us, after some 
ineffable manner, if we will bow our heads to that lowly portal. This reserve by which GOD discloses 
Himself, in all natural and revealed religion, proves the entrance to be narrow and confined. That it is 
not by speculative inquiry, nor learned research, but by deepest humiliation of soul and body, that we 
must feel after Him, and expect pain and trouble in doing so, knowing that He is "a consuming fire," and 
therefore will burn up what is human about us, as we approach Him. Infinitely happy if we may do so at 




any cost. That sensible good of all kinds dims and obscures the due perception of Him; that every step 
towards it is contrary to our natural tendencies, for to know GOD is entirely a matter of faith; which is to 
the spiritual life what breath is to the natural life, the beginning of it, and co-extensive with it; of which 
it may be said, "when Thou takest away their breath they die, and are turned again into their dust." 

That out position is, after some mysterious and transcendent manner, analogous to that of those who 
saw our LORD in the flesh; that this knowledge, which is the reward of obedience, has the effect of 
bringing men into some intimate connexion with Himself, would appear from the descriptions which are 
given of it. For unto him that will keep His commandments, and act up to His sayings, JESUS CHRIST will 
be as mother, and sister, and brother. Which, and many other like expressions, imply being brought into 
some mysterious consciousness of His Presence. Obedience itself is quickened and enlivened by 
CHRIST'S Presence, without which, it could not be, and therefore is often called faith or love, as being 
that in many by which he apprehends Him, in opposition to the human understanding. Revelation has 
supplied us through the whole of our moral probation with living means, a living way, and a living end. 
The end is Personal, and the means also a living Person. The yearnings of our nature after knowledge, 
the yearnings after love, here find their object: the friendship and the wisdom, which the heathen 
philosopher considered as the end and perfection of the practical virtues, and most needful for the 
soul's rest, are here combined,-combined in one living object of affection, Personal, Human, Divine. 

Such reflections should encourage in us habits of reverence, reserve, and fear, as considering the awful 
dispensation under which we walk. We may observe how much there is in this principle to withdraw us 
from the world, and from the busy excitement that prevails. Every messenger that comes from the 
world in these evil times, may well cause the Christian to feel as did the prophet, "When he settled his 
face stedfastly" on the messenger, and then turned aside "and wept." 

As GOD has declared Himself not to be in noise and tempest, but in the still small voice, so has He shown 
Himself in all His manifestations to mankind. In the older dispensation He was ever as One who, in 
disclosing, hideth Himself. When our LORD appeared on earth in His incarnation, He was still ever as one 
who, ever desirous to manifest, yet in love for mankind withdrew Himself. The same was ever the case 
in His Church in its purest and best days; it was ever (as in faint imitation of her LORD) a system of 
reserve, in which the blessings of the Kingdom were laid up, as a treasure hid in a field. And such is still 
the system of the Church throughout all her ways; GOD dwelleth in secret, and by faith only can be 
discerned. Faith is the key to His secret treasures. All that is directed to the eye of GOD will in some 
measure partake of this reserve. In opposition to which, all the ways of the world, of human expediency, 
all systems and practices that look to man, will be marked by an absence of this reserve. As far as we 
look to GOD we shall have this; as far as we look to man we shall have it not; and as far as thoughts of 
man are allowed to enter into the sanctuary and worship of GOD, our conduct will be marked by an 
absence of this reserve. The world knows not GOD, and cannot know Him; so far, therefore, as we know 
Him, so far also, the world also will not know us, and will not understand our ways, and our words. So 
that from the very nature of the case, this reserve becomes necessary and unavoidable. If we make 
those secrets of GOD known to it, we shall injure ourselves, by bringing the gaze of the world into the 
secrets of GOD, and His holy place; and injure others also, for those things which they cannot 
understand, they will not reverence. If we wish to do good to the world we must not look to it, but unto 
GOD; our strength must be in secret where GOD is; the bad instruments of the world (such as the daily 
periodical) must not be ours; the platform is not our strength, nay even the pulpit itself is not our chief 
strength, in these we must yield to others if they wish it: but our chief strength must be the Altar; it 
must be in Sacraments and prayers, and a good life to give efficacy to them; and in secret alms to the 
poor to buy their prayers, which have great power with GOD. Our strength must be in secret where GOD 
is. If others have recourse to thoughtless controversial disputations, we must leave such to them, and 



endeavour, ourselves, to learn the truth, and our obedience shall be their light. Remembering always, 
that this reserve of Holy Scripture, in which every thing that is good must be now, more or less, 
concealed, is ever calculated to lead on our thoughts by a necessary connection to that great 
manifestation, when there is "nothing secret that shall not be manifest;" neither any thing hid that shall 
not be known and come abroad, when He who now "seeth in secret, shall reward openly" those that 
wait for Him. 
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Tracts for the Times ON THE MYSTICISM ATTRIBUTED TO THE FATHERS OF THE CHURCH [Number 89] 


§i- Occasion, Grounds, and Limits of the Present Inquiry 

(1.) It is curious, and may not be uninstructive, to observe how from time to time the assailants of 
Primitive Antiquity have shifted their ground, since the beginning of the seventeenth century. During the 
struggle of the Reformation, men had felt instinctively, if they did not clearly see, that the Fathers were 
against them, so far as they had begun to rationalize, whether in ecclesiastical practice, or in theological 
inquiry. But it was many years before they ventured to avow this feeling distinctively to themselves, 
much more to maintain and propagate it. It was not until divines of this class had thoroughly wearied 
themselves in vain endeavours to reconcile the three first centuries with Calvin and Zuinglius, that Daille 
published its celebrated treatise Of the Right Use of the Fathersl: in which under the pretence of 
impugning their sufficiency as judges between Papist and Protestant, he has dexterously insinuated 
every topic most likely to impair their general credit; professing all the while extreme respect for their 




sanctity and their wisdom; although perhaps an attentive reader may perceive his ironical meaning, 
disclosing itself more and more, as his argument draws to a point. However, by his skill in rhetorical 
arrangement, and by a certain air of thorough command of his subject, which he has been very 
successful in assuming, he became at once the standard author for all who took that side of the 
question: opening (if so homely a simile may be allowed) a kind of cheap shop, to which all who had a 
fancy for wares of that kind have ever since found it convenient to resort. 

But though at the bottom Daille seems to have had no more respect for Antiquity than those who came 
after him, he differs from them greatly, not only in his tone and manner, but also in the very ground and 
substance of his argument: professing, first, to confine himself to those points which are disputed 
between the Reformed and the Roman Church, (and, therefore, not to except against the FathersE 
evidence on matters debated in their times, e. g. on the Trinitarian controversy) and, secondly, laying, or 
seeming to lay, the chief stress of his objections on the scantiness of their remains, the amount of 
corruption and interpolation, the difficulty of ascertaining their real sense and the like. When he does 
proceed to challenge their authority, he is careful in pointing out their own disclaimers of such 
authority, before be exemplifies their supposed errors and inconsistencies ; which be does largely, but 
with great show of unwillingness, in the concluding sections of his work. 

But now, if we pass over a hundred years, and come to the attacks made on the Fathers in the beginning 
of the eighteenth century, we shall find, for the most part, the same quotations appealed to, the same 
particulars insisted on, but with an air of much more open defiance, and with the direct and avowed 
purpose of impugning their credit, not in this or that point only, but in all questions of Christian religion. 
Thus Whitby prefaces his collection of what be calls specimens of patristical exposition of Scripture, with 
a declaration2, that be wishes to exclude appeals to Antiquity, as to the transmission of the Rule of 
Faith, (meaning the great fundamental doctrines,) no less than in facts of general history, or in the 
controversies between England and Rome. And Middleton, in his flippant "Free Inquiry," lays the stress 
of his argument on his being able to prove that the ancient Fathers "were of a character from which 
nothing could be expected but what a weak or crafty understanding could supply, towards confirming 
those prejudices with which they happened to be possessed, especially where religion was the 
subject".3 

One would think it impossible to go, beyond this in the way of disparagement; but so it is, that in the 
course of the century which has elapsed since Whitby and Middleton, a yet more disrespectful, because 
more summary, way of dealing with the Fathers has become current. Whitby and Middleton did think it 
necessary to appear to have examined what is really to be found in Antiquity; and the former especially 
exhibits, throughout his treatise above-mentioned, what on his principles must be called a morbid 
anxiety, to confirm his own views on several important subjects, (on original sin, for example, and the 
natural condition of infants,) by the testimony of the very writers, whom he is most busy in disparaging. 
But in our day, perhaps, the more usual course is, for persons who do not even profess any 
acquaintance with those writers, beyond vague impressions received from report or quotation, to 
dispose of their authority in any controverted point, under the notion, understood or expressed, that 
"the Fathers were Mystics, and need not be regarded at all." 

(2.) Now, if it were indeed an object with the Evil Spirit, to decry the relics of Christian Antiquity, and 
divert menEs attention from them, it is difficult to say what single word he could have chosen, so 
critically adapted to his purpose in our days, as this same word, Mysticism. In the first place, it is not a 
hard word, having been customarily applied to such writers as Fenelon and William Law, whom all 
parties have generally agreed to praise and admire. So far it suits well with the smoothness of phrase, 
on which the present generation especially prides itself. It seems to got down the Fathers gently, and so 



is readily acquiesced in by many, who would shrink from the coarse sneers of Middleton or Gibbon. 

In the next place, it touches the very string, which most certainly moves contemptuous thought, in those 
who have imbibed the peculiar spirit of our time. Mysticism, implies a sort of confusion between 
physical and moral, visible and spiritual agency, most abhorrent to the minds of those, who pique 
themselves on having thoroughly clear ideas, and on their power of distinctly analysing effects into their 
proper causes, whether in matter or in mind. 

Again, Mysticism conveys the notion of, something essentially and altogether remote from common 
sense and practical utility: but common sense and practical utility are the very idols of this age. 

Further, that which is stigmatized as Mysticism, is almost always something, which at once makes itself 
discerned by internal evidence. The man of the world, the practical man, the inductive experimental 
philosopher, commonly persuades himself that lie can "perceive" by instinct, when a train of thought, or 
mode of speaking is mere religious dreaming, indistinct fanciful theory; and he rejects it accordingly and 
is saved all trouble of research. Here, again, is no small temptation, in the eyes of a world full of hurry 
and business, to acquiesce over lightly in any censure of that kind. 

Yet, again, if any man be disposed to speak and think more harshly of the early Christian writers, this 
same term. Mysticism, may serve his purpose also; for it is easy, by a dexterous enunciation, or choice of 
context, to insinuate through it a charge of Deliberate fraud. It is an instance, therefore, of a. mode of 
speaking, equally convenient for all shades and degrees of enmity to, or, contempt of, Antiquity. We see 
what its power is in a kindred instance; bow meanly even respectable persons allow, themselves to think 
of the highest sort of poetry,-that which invests all things, great and small, with the noblest of all 
associations,-when once they have come to annex to it the notion of Mysticism. And perhaps its 
mischievous effects on theology are as great as any attributable to a single word. 

(3.) It may, therefore, be of some use to consider, as distinctly as we can, what people really mean when 
they charge the Fathers with Mysticism; which being done, we may perhaps have a better chance of 
making out to our satisfaction, whether, and how far as a body, they deserve the charge. 

By the term Mysticism, then, as applied to the writers in question, I understand to be denoted, a 
disposition, first, to regard things as supernatural which are not really such; and secondly, to press and 
strain what may perhaps be really supernatural in an undue and extravagant way. 

(4.) Upon which bare statement, without going any further, a devout mind will probably at once 
acknowledge, on which side in the present question the peril of erring will be greatest. The question is 
like that of the general evidences of religion: a person who would go into it with advantage, should be 
imbued beforehand with a kind of natural piety, which will cause him to remember all along, that 
perhaps, when be comes to tile end of @is- inquiry, lie will find that God was all the while really there. 
He will "put off his shoes from off his feet," if he do but think it possible that an, angel may tell him, by 
and by, "The place where thou standest is holy ground." So it must be, in some measure, with every 
right-minded person, in the examination of every practice and opinion, against which the charge of 
Mysticism is brought. Whatever may appear in the case at first sight, likely to move scorn or ridicule, or 
tempt to mere lightness of thought; it will be an exercise of faith, a trial of a serious heart, to repress for 
the time any tendency of that kind: the loss and error being infinitely greater, if we are found trifling 
with a really sacred subject, than if we merely prove to have been a little more serious than was 
necessary. In this sense, that is to say in regard of the reverent or irreverent temper, in which such 
inquiries may be approached, superstition is surely a great deal better than irreligion: whatever may be 
thought of the abstract question, Whether it be the safer extreme to believe too much, or too little? 



It may be said, that the Fathers themselves indicate an exception to this rule, by the light and sarcastic 
way, in which they often allow themselves to treat the pretended mysteries, sometimes of heathens, 
sometimes of heretics as bad as heathens. But the case is not strictly in point. For I am speaking of 
pretensions unexamined, and therefore, as yet, more or less doubtful: but the Fathers had, or 
accounted themselves to have, good grounds for believing that the mysteries and miracles which they 
held up to scorn were, in part at least, the work of evil spirits, with whom they thus most effectually 
renounced communion. Before we indulge the like feeling in our treatment of any claim to supernatural 
powers, we had need have the like assurance of diabolical agency in them: and that to show them any 
reverence would seem like imparting of GodEs honour to the Evil One. Although even in such a case 
deep fear and humiliation of heart would seem the more appropriate sentiment for ordinary Christians. 
For is it not a fearful and humbling thought, that mankind, that we ourselves, are, or have been, in 
danger of mistaking the work of GodEs enemy for his own? 

Further, it may be well to bear in mind, that the noblest and most refined devotional tendencies have 
always had to bear the imputation of Mysticism, or some other equivalent word; as if to cultivate them 
were a mere indulgence of a dreamy, soaring, indistinct fancy. In this use of it, the word Mysticism has 
done probably as much barm in checking high contemplative devotion, as the kindred term, Asceticism, 
in discouraging Christian self-discipline. 

Thus much for the first impression, which the very application of the term to the Fathers would make on 
a considerate person, as yet ignorant of their writings. Fie would expect, almost certainly, to find them 
imbued with devotional feelings of an unusually high order; and he would be prepared for the 
possibility, that even those views of theirs, which might seem at first glance overstrained, fantastic, or 
unnatural, might turn out in the end to be portions of true Christian wisdom. 

(5.) What now are the particulars of the FathersE imputed Mysticism? i.e. in what respects would they 
be commonly charged with an undue anxiety to make out supernatural meanings and interferences? 
The following heads would seem to comprehend the greater part of their supposed delinquencies in this 
kind: 

Their interpretations of Scripture are said to be far-fetched and extravagant; extracting figurative, 
theological allusions out of the most irrelevant or insignificant details of language or history. 

Correspondent to this is their mode of treating natural objects, and the truths of philosophy and 
common life; fancying every where indications of that system, on which their own hearts were set. 

They were mystics in their notions of providential interference, whether in the way of judgement, 
deliverance, or warning. To which head may be referred whatever they state of the exercise of the gift 
of prophecy in their times; as also their accounts of reputed miracles, and of the sensible agency of evil 
spirits, and of their own and othersE warfare with them. 

Finally, they are blamed for Mysticism, properly so called, in their moral and devotional rules; i. e. for 
dwelling too much on counsels of perfection, tending (as is affirmed) to contemplation rather than 
action, to monastic rather than social and practical virtue. 

These are the sort of imputations on which the changes have been rung, for the two last centuries, by 
those who have wished to evade the testimony of the Fathers, without setting them down distinctly as 
deliberate impostors. 

(6.) It may be added, that many of their professed advocates, (Warburton for example,) have in fact 



given up their cause, as far as concerns every one of these representations. For what, in reality, does his 
defense of them come to, even when he is led to state their case most favourably; e. g. in the Preface to 
Julian? Just to this, and no more: that they might be trusted in their relations of things which came 
within the scope of their own knowledge, provided there was no room for surmising any thing 
miraculous: and again, that on other subjects, whether as reasoners or as narrators, they, were not 
weaker, but a little wiser, than Pagan and Jewish writers of the same date. 

It is true that Warburton belonged to a school, which has a temptation of its own for slighting the 
Fathers, over and above differences in particular doctrines; a school, whose leading principle is, that 
theology, like other sciences, improves by time: or, (to use the words of one of its most plausible 
advocates) that "Christianity was in its infancy, at most in its childhood, when these men wrote; and 
therefore it is no wonder that they spake as children, that they understood as children, that they 
thought as children. This was according to the economy they were then under4." 

Such writers, when they speak most modestly of themselves, and most respectfully of antiquity, do not 
however hesitate to make use of the old simile, of a dwarf seeing further than a giant when raised on a 
giantEs shoulders; imagining it to be as applicable to religion, as it is to physical and human learning; 
and, when they would most appear to advocate the ancients, cannot of course refrain from stigmatizing 
them as inadequate judges of Christian truth, infected sometimes with Platonic, sometimes with 
Rabbinical error: and thus, while with a sort of candour they excuse the men at the expense of the age, 
they do the AdversaryEs work, by detracting from their authority, and withdrawing attention and 
deference from their writings. 

But even those who in their hearts really loved to lean on Antiquity, and would have been uneasy, if 
they bad not the suffrage of the Fathers with them, have not always taken the course most likely to win 
them due respect. Whether it were that they feared to commit themselves,Eor that they shrunk before 
popular notions,ESor as a mere matter of taste and feeling,-the champions of the Fathers, for many years 
past, have generally been content to claim credit for them only as witnesses to certain palpable facts of 
their time: the inevitable consequence of which has been, that even diligent and earnest inquirers have 
been satisfied with a second-hand knowledge of their writings; and often, when they have come in to fill 
their proper place in argumentative discussions, they have nevertheless been far from occupying the 
room which justly belonged to them, in our theological views and impressions. There are, and have 
been, praiseworthy attempting to raise their credit, by drawing attention to those portions of their 
literature, which seemed to have most in common with modern ideas, whether in the way of general 
reasoning with unbelievers, or of refined devotional feeling, or of eloquent morality. But the very 
circumstance of such selections being made with a view to modern prejudices, shows that they can do 
no more than palliate the evil. When a reader passes from specimens of that kind to the whole body of 
any Father's writings, he is apt to feel as if he had been unfairly dealt with, and is inclined rather to be 
the more intolerant of the many things which be is sure to meet with, alien to his former tastes and 
habits of thought. 

(7.) May it not with reason be suspected,, that the root of the matter lies deeper, and that in order to 
arrive at it, we must make up our minds thoroughly to consider the whole subject ab initio? It may 
perhaps turn out that the boldest way of meeting the difficulty is the most rational, and ultimately the 
most consoling. We must not be startled, though we find ourselves compelled to own, that modern and 
ancient theology, are to a great extent irreconcileable; that if popular notions are right, the Fathers are 
indeed "mystical" in a bad sense, and that, in all the several departments above mentioned. Thus, in 
respect, first, of Scripture interpretation, the received doctrine of this age seems to be, that nothing 
ought to be figuratively or typically explained, except on the authority of Scripture itselfS; it being 



assumed, that we can no otherwise be certified of the divinely intended relation, necessary to make up 
the nature of a real Type. Now those who hold this rule must necessarily think meanly of the Fathers as 
expounders of Scripture, since in every paragraph almost we find some allegory, not scriptural according 
to the required test. 

Secondly, in respect of allusions moral or theological, regularly and uniformly deduced from the 
contemplation of the creatures of God, in the manner, e. g. of BoyleEs Occasional Reflections; it would 
probably be considered a candid judgment, in our time, which should allow that such might constitute 
tolerable poetry: - but to consider them as a part of theology, to regard them as having been from the 
beginning intended by the Creator, and the creation ordered with a view to them;-who is there among 
us, that would not first be tempted to reject such a theory as overstrained and merely fanciful? 

Thirdly, consider the tone of thought, which is accounted safest and meets with most encouragement in 
our clays, concerning the intimations of GodEs mysterious providence, whether national or individual. Is 
it not a subject, that, as things are, even sincere-minded persons shrink from? They are afraid of trusting 
themselves with it, though but in thought. What is meant will be perceived in a moment, if people will 
reflect what their first impressions were, on reading, c. g., the Journal of Archbishop Laud, those 
portions, of it which detail supposed providential warnings. Or, again, how backward we all find 
ourselves in Confessing our sense of GodEs judgments, public and private, when in our thoughts we can 
hardly fail to perceive them. I am far from asserting that this backwardness is not both pious and 
reasonable, taking all circumstances into account: but does it not imply a great change, either in menEs 
condition or opinions, or in both, since the days of St. Ignatius and St. Cyprian? 

Lastly, the difference in moral sentiments is too obvious to be denied. The cheerful, liberal, indulgent 
side is the popular one, now, in all questions of ethics: severity, strictness, self-denial, are but so far 
approved, as their immediate good effect is seen and understood. Need it be remarked, that the direct 
contrary is the case of the Primitive Church? 

On the whole, the discrepancies between the two ages, occasioning the imputation of Mysticism to the 
ancients, are far beyond being accounted for by local, accidental, or temporary circumstances, they 
must be referred to some difference in first principles: and, unless we are prepared to say positively, 
with the philosophic theologians above mentioned, that theology is, like other sciences, really 
advancing, of course, as the world grows older; we cannot but in candour allow it at least possible, 
before examination, that the ancients may have been in the right, and we in the wrong. 

(8.) In order to judge of this fairly, one should begin by stating, with its due limitations, the real 
judgment of Christian Antiquity on the several matters above enumerated,-an undertaking evidently far 
beyond the limits of such an essay as the present: one can only endeavour to give some faint specimen 
of the results, which, it is conceived, more extensive inquiry would establish; premising, however, the 
following cautions, as necessary to be kept in view throughout the inquiry. 

First, that since we are to speak of the Fathers collectively, we must be careful to select those points, in 
which they exhibit a tolerably general agreement. This limitation disposes at once of many of the most 
plausible objections to the views of Antiquity, and also of many of the unworthy and inadequate 
allegations of its timid defenders; as I hope to show hereafter in some important examples. 

But to make the rule a practical one, we should well understand, secondly, what is to be accounted 
general agreement among the Fathers. For it is the third particular in the rule of Vincentius, Quod ab 
omnibus, which has ever afforded most scope for cavil to the rationalist, and for perplexity to the 
unwary. But let us only apply to this matter the same rules of common sense, which guide us on 



analogous subjects in ordinary life. A person not regularly trained in medicine desires to know what are 
safe rules of diet: is he to believe that there are no such rules at all, because he finds none from which, 
at some time or other, ingenious innovators have not contrived to dissent? Another wishes to ascertain 
some point of common law: does be think it necessary for that purpose, that cases in all points exactly 
like his own shall have come under the cognisance of each former generation of jurists? Or, in matters of 
navigation, would it be said there were no fixed rules, because but a few out of many seamen have left 
the results of their experience any where on record? The question about the Fathers is so far like these, 
that it is strictly a question of practice: men, want to know which is the safest way in regard of their duty 
towards God; if they require in every point absolute inevitable demonstration, of course they cannot 
have it in the Fathers: but do they really think they find it in Holy Scripture? 

Certainly many of the principles most relied on by Daille and other such writers, are such that, if we 
followed them out, we should not stop short of universal scepticism. E. g. Whitby lays it down as an 
axiom6, That if Scripture be a perfect rule of faith, it must be so clear in necessary things as to require 
no interpreter; and that it cannot be a rule or measure where it is obscure. Might he not as reasonably 
have said, that it cannot be a rule to any one who does not thoroughly understand the languages in 
which it was originally written? Such sentiments are, in fact, inconsistent with the present condition of 
man: they deal with us as though we might be independent of human testimony, or arrive at 
mathematical certainty in moral matters. We can only be safe by putting them aside, and resolving to 
use, on this subject, the same kind of intuitive good sense, which is given us for our guide in all other 
matters or conduct; which good sense, as even heathen moralists could discern, is the ordinary 
accompaniment and providential reward of intellectual fairness and purity. 

Nor can any measure of general agreement be laid down, in words so precise, as not to leave a great 
deal to the exercise of this practical wisdom. Flowever, one obvious rule would be, not to demand 
coincidence in detail, but in general principles; and again, in those generals only, which belong to the 
professed subject matter, and scope of the writers. For example, there is hardly one of the Fathers, of 
whose works we have any considerable quantity remaining, but has left on record his interpretation of 
one part or another of the Old Testament, in sufficient quantity to indicate his rules of exposition. Now, 
who will deny that it would be a very remarkable fact, should those rules be found, on the whole, the 
same throughout the whole series of Catholic Fathers;-a fact on which important conclusions may 
depend? and yet it may so happen, that no one passage in the Bible is quoted by them all; and again, 
that there are no two of theme who agree in their explanations of all the passages they quote. 

Again; it may be, that in the detail of some historical facts, or in some abstract principles not 
immediately bearing on theology, there may exist a general, not to say an universal, agreement, on 
which, nevertheless, very little can be built, because on such things they may very well be supposed to 
have taken for granted what was generally received in their age. Or, if they differ, such difference rather 
illustrates their concurrence on the great ecclesiastical subjects; for it proves the activity of their minds, 
and their energy in judging for themselves, where religion permitted. 

For example, among the opinions attributed to the Fathers as erroneous, we find7 the notion of the soul 
in its separate state having a kind of body or sensible form, an aerial e i d w I o n , or vehicle (as it has 
sometimes been called). And again, we find cited8, as a specimen of the discrepancies of Catholic 
writers, the opposite conjectures of St. Augustine and St. Jerome on the origination of the soul. Now, 
these are metaphysical not theological points; they fall not within the province of Christian Antiquity as 
such; on such points, neither discrepancy nor agreement in error proves any thing against the Fathers, 
as Divines. 



(9.) As then common sense teaches, that in judging collectively of that large and miscellaneous body of 
literature, which goes under the name of the Fathers, we must select those points, if any, which are 
common to the, whole mass; and again, that when we speak of agreement among them, we must mean 
agreement in principle not in detail, and on Christian not on secular subjects 

so a little ecclesiastical knowledge will suggest to us another consideration, very needful to be borne in 
mind, when we are estimating the value of their concurrence in any point within their sphere,-! mean 
the reverential reserve, which undoubtedly they practised in every part of religion, in proportion to its 
sacredness. If we would deal fairly with the subject, we must make allowance for this reserve. Knowing 
for certain that it did exist, we are bound to take it into the account, and often to give those who wrote 
under its influence credit for a more thorough agreement in high and mysterious doctrines, than their 
words at first sight would otherwise appear to express. One very remarkable instance, which it is 
enough just to mention now, it having been of late amply illustrated, is - the doctrine of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers concerning the Divinity of the Son of God. Another is the rule of solemnization of the Holy 
Sacraments. A reader, versed in liturgical language, will often discover in the writings of the Fathers, 
sometimes in Scripture itself, allusions to the sacraments conveyed in one word or syllable, allusions 
prima facie so faint, that we could hardly dare to reason upon them, were we not aware of the duty of 
reserve which would hinder the writers from more express disclosure of the particulars of those Holy 
Mysteries. 

(10.) It may be well to add one more caution, relating particularly to the interpretation of Scripture. Like 
all questions of language, especially poetical language, it is to every one of us in some decree a matter of 
taste: we come to it prepossessed with certain conventional rules, or certain associations of our own, 
which cling by us in spite of ourselves, and often affect our reasonings more than we are aware. But as 
the Scripture itself, both in substance and in form, is surely far unlike what mere human wisdom would 
have anticipated, so it is more than possible, that the true method of interpreting it may conduct us on a 
very different line, from any which would be pointed out by merely human criticism. It seems 
reasonable, therefore, and religious, to come to questions of that kind, expecting to meet with many 
things, which may at first seem strange or fanciful, or otherwise unworthy of Divine wisdom; to make up 
our minds beforehand, that we will not be too much startled by such things, nor reject them at once, 
but try them by their proper measures; lest we be found deferring to our own prejudices, rather than to 
the truth of God:-prejudices, not so much of opinion, as of rhetorical or poetical taste. 

Under such impressions, we may safely approach the first bead of Mysticism imputed to the Fathers, viz. 
their mode of interpreting Holy Scripture. 

§ii.-Specimen of ancient Mysticism in interpreting Scripture. 

(1.) First, as to the matter of fact ; we need not perhaps hesitate to admit in the most unreserved 
way,0indeed it might be hard to find any one who has ever denied,Elthe universal adoption, by the early 
Christian writers, of the allegorical way of expounding the Old Testament. They do undoubtedly profess 
to find an intended figurative and Christian meaning, in innumerable places, which are neither express 
prophecies, nor alluded to as types in the New. Not only in the prophetical writings do they find our Lord 
and His Gospel every where ; not only do they trace throughout the Levitical services the example and 
shadow of the future heavenly things; but they deal also in the same way with the records of history, 
whether Patriarchal or Jewish ; and with the fragments which the Holy Ghost has caused to be 
preserved out of the moral and devotional poetry of the Hebrews,Elthe Book of Job, the Psalms, and the 
Proverbs, and (what is in some respects the most significant and remarkable instance of all) the Song of 
Solomon from beginning to end. 



The general fact is doubtless familiar to all; being constantly produced, on the one hand, by the 
assailants of the Fathers®(for "whole books," as Middleton contemptuously says9, "have been compiled 
of their foolish reasonings in religion ;")®nor, on the other band, has their exercise of this mode of 
interpretation been ever disputed, as a fact, by their defenders : whether it has been duly appreciated 
by the writers of either party, is altogether another question. Nowhere, perhaps, among our English 
divines, will the subject be found treated more thoughtfully or more worthily, than by Bishop Fell, in his 
notes on St. Cyprian, and on the Apostolical Fathers. Flowever, in so great a consent of witnesses, one 
may state the case largely without presumption, and without affecting more than a superficial 
knowledge of Antiquity. 

(2.) Let it then be taken for granted, that a mode of expounding, which would seem to most men fanciful 
and strained, generally prevails in the Christian writers of the first centuries. The great point will be, to 
account in some measure for this fact. In order to which it may be expedient, not by way of proof but of 
illustration, if we take some one remarkable instance, and trace it as we may through the writings of 
some of the most eminent and earliest Fathers. And, not to give them any undue advantage, it may be 
well to select one of those subjects, their treatment of which is commonly considered most extravagant 
; a subject, which has attracted towards them in no common degree the contemptuous wonder of 
modern critics and philosophers : I mean, their discovering tokens of our LordEs Passion, and more 
especially the Sign of the Cross, in innumerable places of the Old Testament, which neither are so 
expounded in the New, nor to common eyes betray of themselves any such allusion. 

(3.) To begin with the Epistle attributed to St. Barnabas ; it is well known how unreservedly it adopts the 
allegorical mode of interpretation. Supposing it not to be written by the Apostle,®a supposition which 
involves no charge of forgery, since it no where professes to be his; and in which it, may not be wrong to 
acquiesce, rather, however, for want of ecclesiastical testimony to its genuineness, than for any thing 
unworthy of such an origin to be discovered in the epistle itself,®it is undoubtedly by the manner in 
which St. Clement of Alexandria quotes it, a monument of the age next after the Apostles, and almost as 
undoubtedly, judging by internal evidence, it was meant as what in our days would be called popular 
hortatory tract, intended to reconcile the Christians of the circumcision to the utter rejection of the 
Jewish people. And by one expression in itlO, we may perhaps reasonably assign its date, to the year 
136 or thereabouts; when Adrian, having overthrown the rebel Jews under Bar Cochab, was most active 
in building /Elia on the site of Jerusalem, and a Gentile Christian Church was beginning to flourish there. 
To this, as it may seem, the author of the Epistle applies the prophecy of Isaiah, (xlix. 17.) according to 
the reading of the LXX : ®"Thou shalt be quickly builded by those who were thy destroyers:" this,® says 
he, Elis now in course of accomplishment. For their rising in war led to the subversion of their city by 
their enemies ; but now the very servants of the same enemies are building it up again.® 

This date deserves notice, because it suggests a sufficient reason for the freedom with which the author, 
in a popular tract, exhibits the method of symbolical exposition, which was generally rather withdrawn 
from ordinary eyes. The calamity, perhaps, was great and astounding enough to justify disclosures 
otherwise irregular, for the, consolation and establishment of the faithful. Flowever, certain it is that this 
epistle, which is addressed to Christian men and women without distinction, might be not unfitly 
selected for a specimen of the mystical way, as applied to the old Testament. 

(4.) As concerning the Passion and Cross of our Lord in particular, (to say nothing of the sacrifice of Isaac, 
the typical nature whereof, as it seems, no age of Christians has ever denied, notwithstanding the 
silence of Scripture,) St. Barnabas has the following passagell : Elsrael being attacked by the aliens, 
with a view amongst other things, of signifying to the people, that their transgressions were the cause of 
their being given over to death, the Spirit speaks inwardly to Moses, to form a type of the Cross, and of 



Him who was to suffer : that if men refuse to trust in Him, they will have no peace for ever. Moses 
therefore places one shield on another in the middle of the mound and being thus posted high above all, 
he stretches out his hands, and so Israel began again to be victorious : afterwards, when on the contrary 
he let down his hands, again they were slaughtered. Wherefore? That men might know there is no 
chance of salvation, except they put their trust in Him. And in another prophet he says, "All the day long 
I have stretched forth my hands to a disobedient and gainsaying people."0 What is very observable, the 
Author next goes, on to mention, with just the same confidence, and no more the, typical meaning of 
the Brasen Serpent: observing, with his usual piety, "Thou hast in the glory of Jesus; that in Him, and to 
Him are all things. 

Had it seemed good to GodEs providence, that the discourse of our Lord to Nicodemus should have 
been lost, as so many other of His divine words were, would not the Christian interpretation of this 
latter miracle have seemed to many forced, and fanciful, just as that of that of the former may perhaps 
seem now? And ought not this single consideration to stop the mouths of all, who have any reverence in 
their hearts, when they find themselves tempted to join in hasty censure or scorn of such, 
interpretations? For aught they know, they may be scorning or censuring the very lessons of our Divine 
Master Himself. 

(12.) I proceed to another, historical type, which to many may appear more extravagant. The Author is 
reasoning on the history of Abraham, to prove the insufficiency of Jewish circumcision out of the Old 
Testament itself. So far, as, will occur to every one, he is treading in the steps of St. Paul. After producing 
many passages to that purpose, he closes the subject with the followingl2 : EConsider whether there be 
not abundant instruction on this whole matter, in the account given us that Abraham, who first gave 
men circumcision, did thereby, perform a spiritual and typical action, looking forward to the Son: and 
that, upon receiving certain doctrines conveyed in three (mystical) letters. For He saith, Abraham 
circumcised of his house, men to the number of three hundred and eighteen. What then is the 
mysterious truth thus vouchsafed to him? Observe the eighteen first, then the three hundred. Of the 
two letters, which stand for 18, 10 is represented by "I", 8 by "H". Thou hast here the word Jesus :E i. e., 
the two first letters, which formed as it were a cypher of the sacred Name, familiar to the eyes and 
thoughts of the Christians of that generation : as was also the third of the numeral letters in question, 
which the writer next goes on to explain : EBecause the Cross, which is signified to the eye by the letter 
Tau, was intended to bring the grace, [to which he looked forward ;] he adds the three hundred also,® 
the letter Tau representing that number. EBy the two first letters then the name Jesus is indicated, and 
by the third the cross.® 

On this commentary, which as well as the former has been adopted by multitudes of the early 
interpretersl3, several remarks occur, which it may be well to put down, as they will each of them apply 
to a whole class of examples, and to difficulties which are certain to arise in many of our minds, though 
we were never so resolutely on our guard against prejudices of mere taste and association. 

(13.) First, it may be observed that the several circumstances, which may appear at first sight startling in 
this exposition, though not perhaps united in any one Scriptural example, have yet, each severally, 
undoubted sanction of Scripture. Thus, the use of the numeral letters as a cypher to convey some 
mysterious truth has a well-known precedent in the Book of Revelation. Again the passage in St. 
Barnabas is an instance of the combination of texts apparently remote, but really bearing on the same 
subject : for the number, three hundred and eighteen, is not mentioned in the account of the 
circumcision of AbrahamEs family, but is borrowed from the previous enumeration occasioned by, the 
war with Chedorlaomerl4. Now, this sort of combination of remote texts appears to be warranted, in 
one instance at least, by our blessed Lord Himself. Els it not written, ®My house shall be called of all 



nations the house of prayer?®" So far is taken from Isaiah, but the conclusion of the sentence, EYe have 
made it a den of thieves,® was addressed by Jeremiah to a subsequent generationl5. 

Now whether the fact were really so or not, (if it were, it was surely by special providence,) that 
AbrahamEs household at the time of circumcision was exactly the same number as before : still the 
argument of St. Barnabas will stand. As thus : circumcision had from the beginning a reference to our 
Saviour, as in other respects, so in this ; that the mystical number, which is the cypher of Jesus crucified, 
was the number of the first circumcised household, in the strength of which Abraham prevailed against 
the powers of the world. So St. Clement of Alexandrial6, as cited by Felll7 : "It is commonly supposed 
that we have here an indication of a correspondency between the case of AbrahamEs household and 
the method of salvation : of the victory obtained by those who have betaken themselves to the Holy 
Sign and Name, over those who led them captive, and the innumerable tribes of unbelievers who follow 
in their train." 

(14.) Nor is warrant of Scripture wanting for that which must otherwise seem most inadmissible in this 
interpretation; the appeal, namely, to the Greek Bible, as having, something like divine authority. And 
this again is a topic which meets us throughout the remains both the Greek and Latin Fathers. The 
Septuagint, and Latin versions clearly made from it are everywhere unscrupulously quoted as the words 
of inspiration ; with the exception, perhaps, of St. Jerome. Some of the Fathers® opponents would 
insinuate, that this rests on the tradition reported by Aristeas, of a miraculous consent among the 
original translators, even in the minutest point. But this is refuted by the language, of St. Augustine, who 
speaks doubtfully of that tradition, but without any doubt of this particular version being, so overruled 
by a prophetic Spiritl8 that even in, those places where it swerved from the Hebrew Verity, there was a 
special providential design in such variations. 

Now, can it be denied, that this idea receives countenance from the mode in which the Old Testament is 
quoted in the New? In the Epistle to the Hebrews, for example, St. Paul argues at large the necessity of 
the MediatorEs death, from the use of the word d i a q C h k h , "Testament," in the LXX to represent 
that Hebrew word which is commonly translated Covenant. "For this cause," says he, "it is a New 
Testament, of which Christ is said to be Mediator, that by means of death the called might receive the 
promise ; for where a Testament is pleaded, the death of the testator must necessarily be alleged. For a 
Testament is valid in the case of the dead, since it never avails, as long as the testator is alive20." And he 
goes on to show how the word was applicable to the Mosaic covenant also, i. e. by the typical death of 
the sacrifices. Who does not see that this reasoning is grounded entirely in the Greek version? since the 
Hebrew (NA) does not in any way answer to the notion of a last will. St. PaulEs reasoning implies, 
therefore, thus much at least concerning the LXX ; that in their rendering of this very critical word, they 
were providentially directed to the use of a term, which should convey an allusion to a great Christian 
mystery. And so far the Apostle warrants the judgment of St. Augustine21: "Whoever besides shall truly 
translate any portion of the Old Testament from Hebrew into another language:" (St. Jerome, of course, 
was in his mind :) "his version will be found either to agree with that of the LXX or if it appears not to 
agree, in that very disagreement we must believe that there exists some deep prophetic meaning." Nay, 
even St. Jerome, when he is impugning their authority, seems to own that there might exist in them a 
modified and inferior kind of inspiration. "I do22 not condemn, I do not blame the LXX, but I confidently 
prefer the Apostles to them all. Christ speaks to me by the lips of those, concerning whom I read23, that 
they stand even before Prophets in the order of spiritual gifts; in which order the interpretation of 
tongues occupies nearly the last place. 

We have seen that in one place at least this view is justified by the Scripture : and one place is sufficient 
for our present purpose, which is not to prove the LXX infallible, but to bespeak a certain reverence for 



their yet unexamined decisions, and for the constant appeals of the early, writers to them. For who can 
assure himself, that in any, variation, from the Hebrew, which seems to him most unaccountable, they 
were not guided by the same influence, which caused them to write Testament instead of Covenant, in 
the places referred to by St. Paul? 

(15.) To return to the passage in Genesis : in whatever measure the fact is made out, that the received 
Greek version of the Scriptures was under a peculiar providence, in the same degree it is rendered not 
improbable that even in such an apparently casual thing, as the number of AbrahamEs servants, there 
was an eye to the benefit and consolation which the Church should long after receive, on recognising, as 
it were, her SaviourEs cypher, in the account of the one holy family triumphantly warring against the 
powers of the world. It, were a most inadequate judgment, to estimate that consolation by any of the 
feelings and opinions current in our time. We must go back to the days when Christians were used to 
carry about with them everywhere the Sign of the Cross; when, to use the forcible words of Tertullian24 


"At every step and every movement, going out and coming in, dressing and putting on their sandals, at 
the bath, at the board, when lamps were lighted, when they lay down to rest, when they seated 
themselves for their daily task, whatever call of ordinary life engaged them, the Holy Sign, by incessant 
use, was, as it were worn into their foreheads." 

With such associations, it must have been a real joy to them, as often as they discovered the Cross in the 
Old Testament, where they had not marked it before: it was to them an outward and visible sign of their 
communion with Saints and Patriarchs of old, and of GodEs everlasting providence over both. It was 
moreover a permanent warning, intelligible to all, against the impiety, not unusual in those days of 
ascribing the two Testaments to different deities. People little know what they do, when they deal 
contemptuously with any thing, be it in Scripture or in common life, under the notion that it is too slight, 
too insignificant for the ordering of the Most High. 

(16.) All which considered, there appears no fanaticism, but a great deal of sober piety and charity, in 
the expressions of St. Barnabas on dismissing this topic. "He knows" the reality of this mystery "from 
whom we" Christians or Christian teachers, "derive the ingrafted gift of that teaching, which is properly 
His. Never have I ever delivered to anyone a more genuine exposition, but I am well-assured that you 
are meet to receive it." 

If the writer had been merely indulging his own fancy, this profession of reserve would be mere 
affectation. But surely, to esteem it such is too hard a supposition, considering the perfect simplicity and 
moral purity of the precepts at the end of the Epistle. His very tone and manner, then, creates an 
additional presumption, that the exposition that he had been giving was not private but ecclesiastical, 
and the sort of scruple, with which he imparts it, an instance of that discipline of reserve, which the 
Church recommended in the conveyance of all her mysteries. 

(17.) Neither need anyone be staggered at the idea, which his manner of speaking seems to imply, that 
Abraham himself was not ignorant of this mystery; a notion upon which Dr. Whitby has built what he 
conceives to be a triumphant refutation of the allegory. "The Hebrew letter Tau25," he observes, 
"neither bears the form of the Cross26, nor is the symbol of the number three hundred ; and as to the 
Greek letters, they were not invented till long after AbrahamEs time." Well ; but does St. Barnabas 
affirm that Abraham himself knew the meaning of the Greek cypher? If he did, he might suppose it 
made known by prophetic inspiration; according to the received exposition of the text in St. John, "Your 
father Abraham rejoiced to see my day." But what are St. BarnabasE own words? "He circumcised his 



family, labwntrivngrammCatwndogmata, after he had received the doctrines of the three 
letters." I. e. certain mysterious truths, of which the three symbols were to be a symbol. It is not said 
that he received them by the three letters. 

Again, after stating the number of the household, he asks, tizounhdoqeisatoutwgnwsiz; 
which may be perhaps best construed, "What is the evangelical meaning of the signs given to him?" 
taking g n w s i z objectively, for the truth sealed up, not subjectively, for the impression on AbrahamEs 
mind. It is not therefore necessary to understand St. Barnabas as asserting that the holy Patriarch 
himself had this secret revealed to him. For any thing he affirms, it might be a g n w s i z , the outward 
cypher of which only was given to Abraham, the key reserved for the times of our Lord and His Gospel. 

And after all, a mistake in that particular could not fairly invalidate the whole interpretation. There is a 
school of theologians, which maintains that Abel must have known the full doctrine of the Atonement. 
Those who hesitate in allowing this, do not therefore doubt the typical and mystical import of AbelEs 
history. So in this case, we might believe St. Barnabas, stating what was known in his time to be the 
signification of the three letters, while we demurred to his supposition, that it was known also to 
Abraham. 

(18.) There is yet one more instance, in this ancient epistle, of allegorical interpretation with reference 
to the Cross of our Lord : an instance which like the former may stand at the head of a class, and being 
well-considered, may throw much light on another wide province of the so-called mysticism of the 
Church. "Let us see," says the writer27, "whether the Lord has seen good to give men prophetical 
indications of the Water and the Cross." Then, after other texts, he alleges the first Psalm, "He shall be 
like a tree planted by the rivers of waters, that bringeth forth his fruit in his season ; his leaf also shall 
not wither; and whatsoever he doeth shall prosper. The ungodly are not so, but are like the chaff which 
the wind driveth away; therefore the ungodly shall not stand in the judgment, nor sinners in the 
congregation of the righteous. For the Lord knoweth the way of the righteous : but the way of the 
ungodly shall perish." Then, "Observe," says be, "how, distinctly the prophet has pointed out the tree 
and the water in combination. For what he says, comes to this : EBIessed are they who, setting their 
hope in the cross, have descended into the water: for I will render their reward in its time,® i. e. 
hereafter. But for the present, the Psalmist adds, Shis leaf shall not wither,® i. e. every word which shall 
go out of your mouth in faith and love, shall be to the conversion and hope of many." The allusion to the 
Cross is here brief and obscure, turning as it does upon the single word t 6 x u I o n . But the moral of the 
passage is surely most noble and beautiful. "The Cross, applied by Holy Baptism, gaining the victory over 
the powers of the world, is not only the pledge and mean, but also the emblem, of the faithful man®s 
triumph over his spiritual enemies. It is the pattern, as its Lord is the giver, of all victory. And therefore, 
blessed is the man who walks strictly according to all the rules of a holy life for be is like the Cross Of 
Christ success is sure, his lot, to bear fruit eternally without stint or measure." 

Every one must admire the thought, but the question now is, how it is derived from the Psalm. The 
account of which, and of, many like texts, seems to be as follows : The old Christian writers, either by 
tradition, or by a feeling so general that it seemed almost like a natural instinct, believed that the phrase 
16 x u I o n , wherever introduced in the Old Testament, was intended to lead their thoughts to the cross 
; of which in their ordinary speech, t 6 x u I o n was perhaps the most frequently appellative. 
Accordingly, not only such obvious analogies as Isaac bearing the wood of his sacrifice, the Brasen 
Serpent, or such a place as that in Isaiah, "The government," i.e. the sign of power, the victorious Cross, 
"shall be upon his shoulder ;"®but every rod also, or staff or sceptre, mentioned by either of the sacred 
writers, as it was a token of guidance, support, or dominion, was, in the Fathers® judgment, a designed 
emblem of the Cross. 



(19.) The best way, perhaps, of exemplifying this, will be to transcribe from Justin MartyrEs dialogue 
with Tryphon, which may be considered as a popular view of the prima facie evidence for Christianity in 
the Old Testament, the remarkable passage28 in which he undertakes to prove, that "since the time of 
our LordEs crucifixion, there hath been inseparably associated with Him that which is an emblem, on the 
one hand, of the tree of life, the plantation of which in Paradise had been matter of early revelation ; on 
the other hand, it is also an emblem of the course appointed by the Almighty for the righteous." This 
passage, then, professedly gives the view, which the Christians of JustinEs time took of large portions of 
the ancient Scriptures: and it is noticeable also on another account, that it has attracted, the especial 
scorn of rationalist writers : the language, for example, of Middleton concerning it, is marked (I had 
almost said) by brutal irreverence29. However, thus Justin proceeds : 

"Moses with a rod was sent to redeem the people ; and bearing this in his hand, in the place of 
sovereignty over them, he divided the Red Sea. It was by this that the rock gave forth water, gushing out 
in his sight. It was a tree which he cast into the waters of Marah, which being bitter were so made 
sweet. It was by means of rods cast into the water, that Jacob caused the sheep of his motherEs brother 
so to conceive, that the young might fall to his share. With his rod, or staff, he, the same Jacob, passed 
over the water [of Jordan] as he himself boasts. He declared that a ladder had been seen by him, and 
that it was God Himself who was stationed on the top thereof, the Scripture hath expressly affirmed." 
This example is not irrelevant, since a ladder is part (so to speak) of the furniture of the Cross. Then 
having digressed on some other emblems occurring in the vision at Bethel, Justin goes on : "It was the 
rod of Aaron, which by its budding declared him the High Priest. That as a rod from the root of Jesse, 
Christ should be born, Isaiah foretold ; and David saith that the righteous man is as the tree planted by 
the river of waters, which shall bring forth fruit in its season, and his leaf shall not wither where we 
have JustinEs sanction for the interpretation which St. Barnabas bad given before him. "Again, he saith, 
EThe righteous shall flourish like a palm.E From a tree God appeared to Abraham, as it is written, at the 
oak of Mamre. Seventy willows and twelve fountains the people found, having passed over Jordan. By a 
rod and a staff David affirms that he received comfort from his God. It was wood which Elisha cast into 
the river Jordan, and so brought up the iron of the axe, wherewith the sons of the prophets had gone 
forth, to cut timber for building that mansion, wherein it was their purpose to recite and study, the law 
and the commandments of God. Even as when we were plunged deep in the most grievous sins, which 
had been our practice, by His Crucifixion on the tree, and by the water of His Purification, our Christ 
redeemed us, and caused us to become an house of prayer and adoration [to Himself]. Also, it was a rod 
which manifested Judah to be the father of those [twins] who were so born of Thamar, as to exhibit a 
great mystery." 


(20.) From this enumeration, which contains in brief the substance of a great body of commentaries, the 
chain of ideas is at once apparent, which led to the mystical exposition of the first Psalm. As in the 
former instances, the uplifted arm of Moses, and the cypher inclosed in the number of AbrahamEs 
household, it was the form of the Cross which conveyed the divine intimation : so here the material of 
the Cross, is found imbued with the like emblematical virtues. 

Again, as St. Barnabas, had produced this Psalm as shadowing out a mystic combination of the Cross, 
and the Water, and therefore representing the condition of Christian people; so in almost all the 
anecdotes, parables, and allusions collected by Justin, the like combination is observable. Thus, to take 
the history of Moses, the virtue of his rod was shown at the Red Sea, and in bringing water out of the 
rock; the water of Marah was sweetened by the tree, which he cast in : the trees and fountains of Elim 
seen together, were the earnest of hope to the Israelites at their entrance on the wilderness. ElishaEs 




causing iron to swim was a token, as we have seen, of our deliverance, "by the Crucifixion on the tree, 
and the water of purification." 

It will be at once seen what a strong light is thrown, by such a series of examples, on the doctrine of the 
Sacraments, as held by that generation. The Cross and the Water, it is taken for granted, go together to 
save a man. 

(21.) But in order to appreciate rightly the FathersE reasoning in such places, we ought of course to 
recollect, that its force lies in the accumulation of instances. It is not necessary that: each anecdote, 
taken by itself, should be a complete type of the evangelical truth, at which the sum of the whole points 
: e. g. though a person questioned the distinct allusion to any Christian mystery, in the account, taken 
singly, of JacobEs using rods to influence the breed of LabanEs cattle, still it must come in as one among 
many examples, to show how constantly the Almighty employed that material, which was to be the 
instrument of redemption, as a conveyance of temporal blessings to His chosen people. 

Nor must we omit the scriptural sanction, which may seem to be vouchsafed to this whole class of 
symbols, by the mention in the New Testament of the ark of Noah, on which Justin himself comments 
elsewhere in the following way30. "In Isaiah it is said, by the Almighty to Jerusalem, I saved thee in the 
deluge of Noah," (He seems to be quoting, not in words but in sense in that, portion of the 54th chapter, 
"As I have sworn that the waters of Noah shall no more overflow the earth, so have I sworn to be wroth, 
with thee no more.") Justin proceeds : 

"Now, this is the declaration of God, that the mystery of those who were saved by Christ was exhibited 
at the deluge. For the righteous Noah, with the rest at the deluge, being eight in number had a token of 
that eighth day, on which our Lord Christ showed Himself risen from the dead : the eighth day 
numerically, but virtually the first, from the beginning. For Christ, as He was the firstborn of every 
creature, so He became anew the beginning of a fresh race of men ; viz. that which was regenerated by 
Him, through Water and Faith ; and also, we may add, by wood, since wood expresses the mystery of 
the Cross. Even as Noah also was preserved by wood, floating upon the waters with those who belonged 
to him. When therefore the prophet says, El saved thee in Noah,E he is speaking to that people, who, 
like Noah, are faithful to God, and have the same tokens from Him that Noah had." 

Thus far St. Justin the Martyr, shewing how, in the history of the ark, there was a designed allusion to 
the Cross ; and by parity of reasoning justifying the like exposition, wherever it has seemed good to 
Almighty God to use the material of the Cross, namely wood, Ein the machinery, so to call it, of His 
miraculous providence, over those who, in their several ages, were to prepare, the way of His Christ. 

(22.) For this may be observed of all the instances, enumerated above from Jewish or Patriarchal history, 
(and I remark it on account of those especially, who may be inclined to treat the subject lightly) that, 
one and all, they are discernible links in the Providential chain above mentioned, they all relate to 
critical moments, in the history of the chosen seed. Thus the supernatural increase of JacobEs flocks by 
means of the rods, was the first great step towards the increase of the chosen family into a nation and 
again, JudahEs staff, the producing of which as his token, stayed the sentence of death against Tamar, 
was thereby instrumental in preserving the life of her infant, in whom it was GodEs purpose to continue 
the chosen seed. 

Perceiving as we do in these cases, something of GodEs design in interfering, it surely becomes us to 
treat those traditions with reverence, which teach that in the manner of interfering He had respect 
continually to the end of the whole dispensation, i. e. to the Cross of His Son. And if we find other 
instances alleged, whose place in the divine Economy we are as yet unable to make out let us, not rashly 



treat them as trifling or fanciful. If we do not see I their force at first, if they appear to us quaint and 
overstrained, it is surely possible that this our ignorance may be our own fault, or our own trial; it is no 
absolute proof that the old interpreters are wrong. 

(23.) In quitting for the present this subject, of the types of the Cross in the Old Testament, I would just 
remark further, that it furnishes a clear and instructive example of the manner in which the Fathers 
passed from one branch of mysticism into another from allegorizing the word of God, to spiritualizing 
His works. We have seen how they found, or thought they found a designed remembrancer and token of 
the Cross, wherever either its material or its form occurred in the Old Testament: and full as their minds 
evidently were of the Scriptures, it was but one step farther, to carry the same association with them, 
which way soever, they turned, in common life, or among natural objects. For example, so ordinary a 
sight as that of a flourishing tree by a river side could hardly fail to excite in a devout mind, thoroughly 
familiar with the Psalms, the remembrance of the description above quoted, with which that divine 
book, opens ; which description again, as we have seen, was in a primitive ChristianEs mind inseparable 
from thoughts of the Cross and of the Font. 

Here then, among GodEs visible ordinary works, we obtain a standing type or symbol, and,Shearing as it 
does the mark of selection by the Holy Ghost, may we not venture to call it a pledge,Eof His great 
invisible work in Holy Baptism ; the grace of which, we are thus taught, diffusing a kind of insensible 
virtue through the whole of our renewed nature, causes a man to grow in the likeness of Christ, to 
partake more and more of His Cross, and so to have surer and surer hope, that "look, whatsoever he 
doeth, it shall prosper" for ever. 

By this and other like instances, a window being once opened for the lamps lighted within the Church to 
stream here and there upon the external world, it was rendered easy for a devout and contemplative 
mind to invent and pursue like trains of thought, in other instances, less expressly warranted in 
Scripture. 

(24.) To take an instance from the subject which has now employed us : the early Christian writers 
repeatedly point out, in nature and in common life, what they regard as designed providential 
limitations of the doctrine of redemption, or some part of it, by association either with the form or with 
the material of the Cross. This they do, not only in flights of devotional poetry, or in what might be 
considered the indulgence of a meditative imagination, but in serious argument even with unbelievers. 
So in JustinEs well-known appeal, where he is asserting the dignity of the Cross31 he says : 

"Providentially, it was so ordered, that in no instance, in the legend of any of those who were called 
sons of Jupiter, did the Evil Spirits enact, the death of the Cross. For it was not understood by them, all 
the prophecies of it being symbolically expressed. Now the Cross, as one of the Prophets (Habakkuk) 
foretold, is the most potent symbol of His power and sovereignty ; as appears even from things daily 
before our eyes. 

"For consider all the affairs of the world : is there any, in the ordering and due combination whereof, 
this form does not occur? There is no crossing the sea, except this triumphant sign, which, in that 
instance, is formed by what they call the yard-arm, remain entire in the vessel: neither without it is 
there any plowing the land : either those who dig in the ground, nor those who work in handicrafts, can 
perform their task, but by tools having this form : nay and the human figure differs from animals without 
reason in nothing so much as in being erect, and in admitting extension of the hands each way 

(which association, we may remark by the way, Holy Scripture itself might suggest, by the posture of 
Moses ensuring the defeat of Amalek). 



But to proceed with Justin : 


"The human countenance, bears this also as a mark of distinction from brutes, that from the forehead 
the line of the nose is drawn out with a sort of prominence ; so that where the breath of life is drawn, 
there the lines exhibit no other figure than that of the Cross: which the Prophet also hath thus 
expressed32 : ®The very breathing of our nostrils, is Christ the Lord.® Moreover your ensigns also, [he is 
speaking to the Caesars] express majesty by this form, wherewith you every where solemnize your 
processions ; in them exhibiting the signs of your sovereignty and power. It is so, though it be 
unconsciously done on your part. When your emperors die, their images in this form are dedicated by 
you; and in writing thereon, you style them gods." 

He concludes: 

"Thus, having urged you to the best of our power, both by reasoning, and by this appeal to a visible 
form, which is continually meeting your eyes, we consider ourselves to have done our part, and not to 
be responsible, should you remain unbelievers." 

(25.) One would have supposed, that at least the piety and good meaning of such trains of thought 
might remain unquestioned, by all believers in the Cross Of Christ, whatever judgment might be formed 
on their logical accuracy. Yet, so it is, that on passages of this kind a charge has been grounded against 
the Fathers of directing the "faith of their readers to the efficacy of the figure of the Cross, rather than 
to the Atonement made thereon." A charge, which might perhaps be tenable, could it be proven that 
the general views and conduct of the same Fathers were such as to contradict their truly believing the 
Atonement. Just as, if there were any persons, either in ancient or in modern times, who observed no 
rules of self-denial, we might conclude at once that any trust they had, or taught others to have, in 
"Christ crucified," was in fact a trust in a certain form of words not in the virtue itself of that blessed 
sacrifice. What was the Cross, as employed by the Fathers but a "Verbum visibile,® recalling to the minds 
of the baptized the very truth, which they are thus accused of slighting ; and to the heathen themselves 
conveying so much as this, that the Gospel was essentially a doctrine of the Cross, a doctrine of suffering 
in adherence to a crucified Redeemer? As an expressive symbol, therefore, or word, the Sign of the 
Cross was liable to the same abuse with words in general : the self-deceit of man might enable him 
sometimes to acquiesce in the sign without the thing signified ; and such a caution might be occasionally 
needed as Wesley is reported to have received from William Law : "Remember that a man may deceive 
himself as easily by the phrase, ^justification by faith,® as by any other combination of syllables." 

But supposing no such practical proof against them, may we not say, that the Fathers® veneration for 
the Cross is prima facie as much a proof of their receiving the doctrine of Christ crucified, as any form of 
words in which they could possibly have expressed themselves? And there was this plain and material 
reason, for their preferring the visible symbol to any mode of speech, in treatises for general reading; 
that they did not thereby convey more knowledge, than the rule of the Church allowed, to those who 
were without, while to every baptized believer they conveyed intimations, deep and solemn in 
proportion to the depth of his faith. 

(26.) But not only with the figure of the Cross, but with its material also, the piety of those times 
associated recollections ; transferring, by an easy process, the mystical allusion, which the New 
Testament expressly sanctioned in the case of the ark ; not only, as before mentioned, to other 
scriptural facts, such as that of Elisha causing the iron to swim, but also to occasions of common life ; 
such, for example, as that mentioned by St. Cyprian, where he comforts certain imprisoned confessors, 
with thoughts, which to the world may seem merely enthusiastic and fanciful ; but let not its rashly 



apply such words to the reflections of holy men, suffering for the truthEs sake, on the circumstances of 
their trial; circumstances which others might term casual, but which they feel to be providential. Thus, I 
say, St. Cyprian writes, to Nemesianus and other confessors, condemned to the mines33. 

The circumstance of your having been first beaten with staves, and by severe pain of that kind begun to 
solemnize the first glorious stage of your confession, has nothing in it that we need abhor, or earnestly 
deprecate. For those limbs of yours, christened as they were, and having all their hope in the Wood of 
the Cross, shrank not for terror from the wood of the persecutors® staves. The sacrament and token of 
his salvation was recognised by the servant of Christ. Redeemed before by wood to eternal life, by wood 
in another form he now finds himself borne onwards to his crown. 

This passage may serve as a specimen of the manner, in which those first Christian moralists improved 
things, seemingly trivial, to spiritual associations. Those who merely make light of such allusions, know 
little of the real comfort they are calculated to give, to minds over depressed, perhaps, by sickness or 
privation. And may we not also say, they know but little, I fear we all know far less than we ought, of 
that serious and thankful frame of mind, which fears to accept such consolations, without owning a 
special Providence in them, and regarding them as real tokens of the greater blessing, with which they 
are associated? 

So far we have traced the chief mystical expositions, relating to the Passion of our Lord, in the epistle of 
St. Barnabas ; and we seem to perceive that they are but so many specimens (so to call them) of as 
many groups of allusions, constantly occurring in the remains of the early Church. 

(27.) There is yet one other aspect, in which the Wood or Tree of the Cross was contemplated by the 
church of the first ages, viz. as a bearing a designed reference to the fatal wood, or tree of knowledge in 
Paradise. This is put plainly and forcibly by St. Irenaeus, (v. 17,) in a passage, which it may be well to 
quote at length, as containing perhaps the beat illustration that can be given of this whole subject. He is 
demonstrating the harmony of the Old and New Testaments as different parts of the one great scheme 
of salvation. And having first pointed to the light thrown by the Incarnation of the Word on the 
statement, that man was created after GodEs image, he proceeds to argue on the Passion in the 
following way: 

"Not only thus did the Lord manifest both the Father and Himself, but also by His very Passion. For doing 
away with that disobedience of mankind, which from the beginning had taken place through the wood, 
or tree of knowledge, He became obedient unto death, even the death of the Cross. The rebellion, I say, 
which the one tree had occasioned, He heals by that submission, which was wrought in the other. 
Whereas, had He been announcing another Father, He could not, by this sameness of subject, have 
indicated His coming to do away with the disobedience which had been committed against, our Creator. 
But inasmuch as the very same things, which occasioned our refusal to hear and obey GodEs word, were 
the instruments whereby He introduced obedience and entire conformity to His word, He openly shows 
himself thereby to be that God, whom in the first Adam we offended, not performing His 
commandment; but in the second Adam we are reconciled to the same, having become obedient unto 
death. For to no other were we debtors, but to Him, whose commandment also we transgressed from 
the beginning." 

And presently after: 

"He hath blotted out the handwriting of our debt, and fixed it to His cross, that as by the tree we were 
made debtors to God, so by the tree we might receive remission of our debt. This hath been shown in 
symbol through many, but mare especially through the prophet Elisha." 



Then after relating the miracle as above quoted by Justin Martyr, Irenaeus proceeds : 


"Thus by action the prophet showed, that the solid [which word seems to mean, "enduring, irresistible"] 
Word of God, which we through negligence had lost and could not find, we shall recover through the 
dispensation of the Tree or Wood. For that the axe is in some way a figure of the Word of God, St. John 
the Baptist shows, speaking of Him : ENow also is the axe laid to the root of the trees.® And Jeremiah in 
like manner says, EThe Word of the Lord is an axe cleaving a rock34.E Him, then, before hidden from us, 
the dispensation of the Tree or Wood hath now manifested. For since by the tree we lost Him, by the 
tree again He hath become evident unto all; shewing in Himself the length, and height, and depth, and 
breadth; and as one of our elders said, by the divine extension of His Hands, gathering the two peoples 
unto one God. For the Hands are two, because there are also two peoples, scattered to the ends of the 
earth ; but the Head in the midst is one, because there is one God, who is over all, and through all, and 
in us all." 

(28.) In the other Apostolic Fathers, I do not know that more than one instance occurs of the mystical 
mode of interpretation ; that nothing is to be concluded from this omission, inasmuch as we seldom or 
never find either Hermas, Ignatius, or Polycarp, quoting the Old Testament at all. St. Hermas indeed 
hardly quotes the New, perhaps because the parabolical air of his treatise was better preserved by 
avoiding such definite allusions ; or because (which seems not improbable) the sacred Books, many of 
them, had not yet come into his hands. And of the other two venerable Saints, it may be observed in 
general, that in no part of their writings had they occasion to enter into debate, either with Jews, or with 
impugners of the Old Testament; which two controversies generally called forth the mystical principle 
of interpretation in the subsequent age. 

But in the epistle of St. Clement there is a well-known passage, which proves that by him, at least, that 
mode of exposition was neither unknown nor disapproved. Having related the history of the harlot 
Rahab, as an argument of GodEs blessing on faith as shown by hospitality, he proceeds35 : "They went 
on to give her a sign, viz. that she should hang a scarlet thread from her house ; foretokening this, that 
by the blood of the Lord shall be redemption to all who believe and hope in God. Behold, my beloved : 
not only faith, but prophecy was in this woman." As if he had said, "It was not a simple case of an 
individual sinner of the Gentiles preserved by faith ; but God so highly favoured her, as to make her 
person and history a prophecy by action, of the salvation, which should be by the Cross." 

Now this single instance, well considered, appears to bring the question of the mystical interpretation, 
as it were, to a point. Here is a writer (one is more than half afraid to speak in such a tone of one who 
came so very near the Apostles, but, if we must so speak of him, here is a writer) of the very highest 
human claims ; the chosen, ordained friend of St. Paul and St. Peter; a person of the greatest practical 
good sense, as every part of his epistle shows ; full of deep piety, and reverence for the holy Scriptures 
of God ; of a flowing style, and abundant in resources both of imagery and of language, so that he was 
not under the temptation, which an ordinary writer might feel, of inserting such topics as happened to 
present themselves, whether satisfied with them himself or no : moreover he was evidently not carried 
away by a passion for allegorical interpretation as such, as is proved by the fact that this of Rahab is the 
solitary instance in which he employs it. Now, can we believe that such a person, so circumstanced, 
writing in the most solemn way on the most sacred of all subjects, and on an occasion which must have 
recalled most forcibly the memory of St. Paul, his father in the faith, not long since dead :Ecan we 
believe that be could have delivered such an exposition, and applied to it the sacred name of Prophecy, 
publicly and authoritatively, speaking as he did for the Church, and not for himself only :Ehad he not 
been sure that he was uttering the mind of the Holy Ghost ? I much fear that we do but betray our own 
comparative irreverence and indifference towards GodEs holy and awful truth, when we are forward to 



suspect His favoured and accredited servants of such light extemporal dealing with His word. Surely the 
less violent supposition is, that St. Clement knew what he was saying, when he thus taught or rather 
reminded the Church (for he speaks not as conveying a new truth, but rather as exemplifying one 
already acknowledged) that the colour of scarlet, providentially employed as a token and means of 
deliverance, was an earnest of the Atoning Blood, to be sprinkled, like that of the Paschal Lamb, over the 
door-ways of those who should be heirs of salvation. Whereby he has also confirmed the analogous 
interpretation of those places, where scarlet is enjoined as the colour to be used in sprinkling and other 
legal purgations ; and has sanctioned the notion of the many subsequent writers, by whom that colour, 
whether found in Scripture or in nature, is constantly regarded as o C i k e i o n (to speak rhetorically) to 
the Passion of our Lord : as much intended among colours to symbolize His Blood, as the shape of the 
Cross among forms, or its material, wood, among substances. 

Whatever warrant he had for saying what he has said of the call of Rahab, the same, or like it, Tertullian 
(e. g.) may have had, for referring the text in lsaiah36,E"Though your sins be as scarlet, they shall be 
white as snow : though they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool ;"Eto the different degrees of guilt 
incurred by the Jews, first as murderers of the prophets, afterwards as crucifiers of our Lord. "The word 
crimson," says he, "denotes the blood of the Prophets ; scarlet, that of the Lord, as excelling in lustre." 
Irenaeus again, mixing up his commentary with thoughts yet more awful37 ; "Rahab the harlot, 
condemning herself as a heathen guilty of all kinds of sin, received and hid within her home" (he does 
not say two, but three spies or watchers) "the Three Explorers who were exploring the whole earth, the 
Father namely, and the Son, with the Holy Ghost." Which words are not to be so understood, as if 
Irenaeus were affirming the Three Divine Persons to have then revealed themselves visibly and 
personally ; since it is a material part of the main argument of his work, to show that all visible 
manifestations of the Eternal Father, in the times of the Old Testament, were made through the 
only-begotten Son : but he means, apparently, that Rahab and those like her, receiving those who come 
in GodEs Name, do in fact receive Him. He goes on with the history of Rahab : 

"When the whole city where she dwelt had fallen into ruin at the sound of the seven trumpets, in that 
extremity Rahab the harlot was preserved with her whole house, by the faith implied in that sign of the 
scarlet thread : even as the Lord declared to those who would not receive His Advent, to the Pharisees, 
and such as make light of the sign of the scarlet robe, which was also a token of the Passover, the 
redemption and withdrawing of the people from Egypt,Eto the despisers thereof, I say, the Lord 
declared, EThe publicans and harlots take place of you in the Kingdom of Heaven.E" 

And Justin, in like manner; adding a remark, that the messengers were sent by Him who bore the Name 
of Jesus38 : 

"The symbol of the scarlet line denoted the token of ChristEs Blood, whereby men of all nations, 
formerly impure and unjust, are saved, receiving remission of sins, and sinning no more." 

On this whole history we may remark, as on that of Jacob before, that it bears on a critical point in the 
progress of the great dispensation, and on the continuation of the sacred line in which Christ was to be 
born. Also, that each of the successive writers (and the chain might be continued much further) notices, 
not ambitiously but naturally, some circumstance unobserved by his predecessors ; so that the whole, 
taken together, forms an allegory much more complete and striking, than we find in either of the 
statements taken singly. Dare any man deny that these are great marks of Truth, even according to our 
modern measures, incompetent as they obviously are to these investigations? 

(29.) We have thus endeavoured to trace one set of mystical allusions, those, namely, which are drawn 



from the circumstances of our LordEs Passion, through the interpretations of the Old Testament, left us 
by the Apostolic Fathers ; and also to illustrate them from the Fathers of the next generation, so far as to 
give some idea of the kind of consent, in their mode of expounding, which is found among them all : an 
agreement not in minute particulars, as if they borrowed from one another, nor yet as if they were 
bound down in common by any Strict ritual, or hieroglyphical alphabet ; but rather in a way which 
cannot, perhaps, be better expressed, than in the words of St. Augustine39, where he lays down the 
principle which guided him in the investigation of historical types. "These secrets of Divine Scripture we 
trace out, as we may, one more or less aptly than another, but as becomes faithful men, holding thus 
much for certain ; that not without some kind of foreshadowing of future events, were these done and 
recorded ; and that to Christ only, and His Church the City of God, are they to be referred in every 
instance," so far as they are figurative. 

On the true cause of this very general agreement, some considerations will be offered hereafter, which 
may at least have the effect of helping us all to think with seriousness of heart, on a subject, which 
scholars in general have, perhaps, been apt to treat over-lightly, not to say profanely ; so that, in 
speaking of it, a person insensibly falls into the apologetic tone. But the more we really come to know 
and think of it, the more deeply, perhaps, shall we feel, that even that tone is inexcusable presumption, 
compared with what would become us, in making mention of those who come nearest the Apostles, and 
had in greatest perfection the mind of Christ. 

§iii.-The Literal Sense left entire by the Mysticism of the Church. 

No impression, I believe, is more general among ordinary readers of theology, than this; that beyond a 
strong tendency to allegory, the Fathers had no definite principles at all, by which to interpret Scripture, 
but only employed, in a rhetorical way, whatever allusions best served the purpose of the moment. A 
remarkable and not a very encouraging fact, if such really were the case, that such a series of 
distinguished writers,Ewriters whom their very censurers40 allow to have greatly exceeded the mass of 
their contemporaries,Ezealously applying themselves to this one work, and with a, devotion and 
reverence as sincere, in very many cases, as martyrdom could prove it; that these should have gone on 
quite at random, and have been right, when they were right, only by a happy chance. Nor would it seem 
easy to reconcile such a statement with our LordEs command to search the Scriptures, and with His 
implied and express promises of spiritual aid ; unless we were prepared to maintain, what all history 
contradicts, that the Fathers either neglected the Bible, or forfeited the promise of aid in the study of it 
by gross heresy, or insincerity, proved, by ill conduct. 

But is the fact so, that they were without principles of interpretation? Is it not rather our want of steady 
attention and reverential industry in examining the whole subject, which makes it seem so to us? It is 
readily allowed, that there exists a peculiar difficulty, in evolving the patristical rules for expounding 
Scripture, on which difficulty something will be presently said. But that some such principles, however 
latent, do exist, we might confidently gather from this one fact; that no one, tolerably versed in their 
writings, would fail to detect their style of interpretation, wherever he met with it, by something in its, 
air and tone ; something, not the less real, because it may be to us indescribable in words. Let anyone, 
for example, compare the commentary of Quesnel on the New Testament, or that of Wogan on the 
Proper Lessons, both which are expressly, founded on the ancient glosses, with the explanations of 
Scripture interspersed in the "PilgrimEs Progress." Both being to a high degree allegorical, he will yet 
find the one, throughout of a different caste and family from the other. 

(2.) Now it is no wonder if we find it difficult to seize in distinct thought, and embody in language, the 
exegetic principles of the old Church writers since, in all probability few, if any, of them were ever able 



to do so for themselves. With an instinctive skill, acquired in part at least, by long and zealous training of 
themselves in that one department, they felt when any exposition or conjecture, which occurred to 
them, was (to use their own word) Ecclesiastical, and when otherwise. It was a happy sagacity, which 
could afford to dispense with all manner of critical and argumentative development. They were natives, 
and could speak the language idiomatically, without stopping to recollect rules of grammar. 

And here we seem to have no inconsiderable proof, that the mystical interpretation was no result of a 
theory subsequently introduced among Christians ; it was not this or that writerEs importation or 
invention, but it was from the beginning habitually inwrought into the thoughts and language of the 
Catholic Church. 

Hereby also we have suggested to us a way for attaining to a virtual knowledge, of their rules of 
interpretation, though we perhaps may never be able, any more than they were, to trace out those rules 
in language. We have only to exercise ourselves much and deeply in their expositions of Holy Writ, and 
in the observances which we know they kept up, and we by degrees their practised eyeEe C x e C m p e i 
r ia z om m a Ewhereby to discern their first principles. This would be one way, and on every account the 
best way, of convincing ourselves that the mysticism of the early interpreters is not the vague, 
unsettled, dreamy kind of view, which many of us are at first hearing apt to imagine. We may set 
ourselves to study the examples of it thoroughly in detail: and finding, as we shall in a great proportion 
of them, a great deal more than we had expected, we shall gradually and surely learn, both to value the 
method more highly, and to understand it better. 

(3.) With this view, some examples have been given above: examples purposely selected, many of them, 
as the likeliest to startle and scandalize a mere modern reader; and something, it is hoped, has been 
done towards shewing, that in those cases at least the holy Fathers well knew what they were about; 
that they proceeded, in interpreting Scripture, on the surest groundEthe warrant of Scripture itself in 
analogous cases. 

Another process, leading to the same conclusion, would be to examine, fairly and fully, whether there 
be not certain limitations which the Fathers carefully observe in their application of the mystical method 
; certain bounds within which they confine themselves, as did champions of old within the rules of the 
tourney, in the utmost heat and speed of their career. Some indeed of these rules are laid down in 
express words by the more exact and argumentative of the Fathers : others we may gather with 
sufficient assurance from the comparison of their comments. To this subject, then, the limitations of the 
mystical exposition, as they were generally recognized by Antiquity, we are to address ourselves in the 
present stage of the inquiry. 

(4.) The first and most obvious of these rules of limitation was, not to lose sight of the letter; to reserve 
in every mystical comment the foundation of historical and literal truth. This, as all men know, is one of 
the points on which the Fathers have been most confidently assailed ; but, as a few plain considerations 
will show, most unjustly. 

For, first, the evidences of the Christian religion were from the beginning chiefly historical : such as the 
records of the life of Christ, the ministration of the Apostles, and the facts by which, in the old 
dispensation, God had authorized His messages by His prophets. The faith had been received in the first 
instance, as to the main body of it, in the plain literal and historical sense. It was so accepted by the 
mass of believers, as the Old Testament had ever been by the mass of the Jews ; and surely appeal might 
be made without hesitation to those who are really versed in Christian Antiquity, whether even the 
most daring mystics among them do not all along assume the truth of the history ; whether the mere 




allegory, which they sometimes appear to maintain, be at worst more than an exception to a general 
law; a resort in difficulties ; a solecism, not a rule. 

(5.) But secondly, if in any case they seem to press the allegory beyond this, there are considerations, 
which would lead a sound critic to be cautious in urging their statements in that kind further than, their 
very words oblige us to go. There are reasons which should induce us to give them all the benefit of any 
qualification or ambiguity which their expressions admit of, -to construe all that is equivocal in favour of 
the literal meaning. Were they not in a great measure free from some of the temptations, which have 
ever been found most effective, in inducing inconsiderate commentators to deal over freely with the 
letter of the Divine Records? These temptations have commonly arisen, on the one hand, from over 
refinement in philosophical and moral subjects ; on the other hand, from critical skill, and dexterity in 
sifting statements on matters of fact. Of the first head, philosophical and moral allegory, something will 
be said by-and-by, when, we come to the case of those Fathers, who are allowed to have erred in 
exaggerating the mystical sense. But their general deficiency in critical and historical acuteness is 
notoriously one of the most popular charges against them, and one of the reasons most frequently given 
for not deferring to their authority in Scripture interpretation. Those who judge so of them, must at 
least allow that they were, so far, exempt from that temptation to take liberties with the text of 
Scripture, which historical and critical difficulties continually offer. 

For example, had Origen been as unversed in critical discussion, as were, on, this hypothesis, the 
majority of the Fathers, be would not have been driven, by a supposed chronological difficulty, to throw 
discredit generally on the letter of the evangelical narrative. So at least he is supposed to have done, in 
commenting on St. JohnEs account of our SaviourEs return to Galilee after the temptation. Not finding 
how to reconcile that account with those of the other Evangelists, he says41, (if his words indeed are 
rightly so translated,) "The truth concerning these things must needs be lodged out of sight in their 
secondary and, spiritual signification. The discrepancy being so accounted for, we need not relax in any 
measure our faith regarding the Gospel narratives, as though they were either untrue, or destitute of 
any peculiar divine inspiration, or failing in their proper office as memorialEs." Then having, stated the 
difficulty at length, he concludes, "In this and many cases besides, whoever will carefully examine the 
Gospels with a view to any disagreement in the narrative, it will either cause him with a sort of mental 
giddiness to give up the claim of the Gospels to absolute authority and choose one of them at random to 
adhere to, as not venturing to repudiate entirely the faith of our, Lord ; or, if he still admit all four, he 
will consider their truth to be lodged somewhere else, than in the outward material words, and letters, 
and syllables." The amount of OrigenEs meaning in this passage may perhaps be a subject of discussion 
by-and-by. At present it is quoted simply for the sake of pointing out the danger incurred by habits of 
searching criticism, viz. that, it leads men, on discovering flaws, to them, incurable, to think more 
slightly, than they ought of the letter of the Bible altogether. It is the genius of modern philology, to cut 
all such knots, by expressing or insinuating more or less of doubt, as to the plenary inspiration of the 
Scriptures. Some of the ancients, not perhaps more logically, but with at least as much of religious awe 
and reverence, had recourse, we see, in the like cases, to the suppositions of mere allegory intermixed 
with the truth. But the far greater number of theme being, as their opponents complain, quite 
"uncritical," i. e. taking the text as they found it, and not perplexing themselves with difficulties of 
construction and, harmony, were free at least from this one undue bias towards the secondary sense. 

(6.) A still stronger and more universal preservative must have been the unfeigned and singular 
veneration, with which they ever regarded the Holy Book. Whatever else may be laid to the FathersE 
charge, even the most scornful and bitter of their censors have been constrained to admit the 
paramount value which they set on their Bibles, and, their thorough acquaintance with them. Even 
where they mysticised improperly, their ordinary motive was a sincere veneration for the Scriptures ; 



whose dignity, they sometimes with some plausibility argued, could not stand with the literal sense. This 
was a shortsighted and erroneous feeling, so far as it may have wanted that wise and simple faith, which 
would have caused them at once to receive the very letter, hoping or pretending to explain all 
difficulties. Still there was a feeling here of affectionate and dutiful though mistaken loyalty; like St. 
PeterEs, when lie took hold of our Lord and began rebuke and contradict Him ; saying, "Be it far from 
this shall not be unto Thee." 

Accordingly, when Origen goes off to the mystical sense, it is with him almost always a matter of 
reverent and earnest prayer. 

Thus, having given a careful and sensible commentary on literal account in Genesis of the building of the 
ark, he proceeds42 : 

"Now, first beseeching His indulgence, who alone is able to withdraw the veil from the reading of the 
Old Testament, let us try and make out what spiritual edification also is contained in the raising of this 
august fabric, the ark." 

Again in his exposition of the parable of the unmerciful servant43 : 

"It is no small matter to express, according to the full meaning of our Saviour, who are meant by the 
various persons introduced in this parable : . . . indeed, the very truth of these things, I am bold to 
affirm, no one shall be able to utter, unless the same Jesus, who privately expounded these things to His 
own disciples, have entered in to dwell in his mind, and open there all the treasures contained in the 
parable ; dark, hidden, far out of sight. El for my part,Eas one who has not yet obtained in sufficiency 
that mind, which can thoroughly penetrate and mingle with the mind of Christ, that mind, which, aided 
by the Spirit, can search all, even the depths of God-am able as yet to form but an indefinite notion of 
the details of this passage." 

The expression of awe is, perhaps, still more remarkable, wen he draws back from an interpretation, 
which he had actually entered on: as one who caught himself unawares intruding further into the 
sanctuary than he had intended. It is on the Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard44, he says : 

"Seeking out, what might be the Eone day,E which limits the time of this parable,EI have unwarily taken 
some steps into certain of the deeps of Almighty God ; lacking as I do that Spirit which searcheth all 
things, even the deep things of God." 

Surely the tone of mind here apparent could not exist, without a profound veneration for the letter itself 
and literal meaning, the garb and outward vehicle of truths so revered and precious. Surely it could have 
been only by comparison, if ever, the same writers seem to disparage the letter. And in fact we find that 
few authors have done more for the elucidation of the historical sense, or given more unsparingly the 
best practical proof of reverence, unwearied religious diligence in trying to understand. So that with 
respect to the threefold method of interpretation, which he is known to have generally adopted, a 
partial judge might almost say of him, and of others like him, as contrasted with modern that he had 
three Bibles to read and we but one ; a jot or tittle failing in his reverence for the body of the sacred 
Book, compared with ours, while he enjoys, what we generally want, the privilege of contemplating its 
soul and spirit also. 

(7.) Now, if even Origen, the known champion of the allegorical method, felt and practised such regard 
for the Letter of Scripture, it is surely unnecessary to multiply quotations, in proof of the opinion of the 
Church on that subject: her impartial veneration for the whole of the Divine Book, her deep, faithful and 



undoubting reception of every part, both in its, obvious and in its abstract senses, according to the 
fullness of the meaning of the Spirit of God. There, is a striking passage in St. Augustine, which collects, 
as it were, into a point, the confessions on this head of every generation of believers45. 

"The style itself in which Holy Scripture is framed, how open is it to everyoneEs approach, how 
impossible to be searched out by any, but a very few! What things it contains that are obvious and open, 
those, like a familiar friend, it speaks simply to the heart, both of unlearned and learned. As to those, on 
the other band, which it hides in mysteries, neither does it elevate them by lofty speech, such as might 
deter from a nearer approach the dull and untaught mind, as a poor man sometimes fears to approach a 
rich one ; but Scripture invites all by a lowly kind of speech, intending only to feed all with obvious truth, 
but also to exercise and prove all by that truth which is remote from view : having in its easy parts 
whatever its hard parts contain. But lest, being open to view, they should incur contempt, the same 
truths again are made desirable by concealment; to meet the desire, they are, as it were, produced 
anew; and being so renewed, they insinuate themselves with a kind of delight. Thus wholesome 
correction is provided for corrupt minds, wholesome nourishment for feeble minds, and wholesome 
enjoyment for great minds. That mind alone is set against this teaching, which either through error 
knows not its healing power, or through sickness loathes it as medicine." 

Men who were so minded towards the whole Book of God,Ewould it not require overpowering evidence 
to convince us that they commonly passed by with disdain the letter of Scripture? Yet they have been 
charged with no less than this. 

(8.) The improbability of such allegations becomes yet more glaring when we take into account the 
universal cast and tenour of the Fathers® doctrinal views. This is a consideration, indirectly indeed, yet 
really and materially, bearing on the present discussion. Ever since the Church began, she has felt that 
she had to guard against a tendency to over-refinement and affected spirituality. There has been danger 
lest the body, so to call it, of important truths should be exhausted and exhaled away, in their supposed 
moral and imaginative meaning. This is the error of the people called Friends, and in general of the 
rationalists of modern days. It was also the error of the Gnostics of old, who denied, as is well known, 
the reality of the Incarnation and Passion of our Lord, the Resurrection of the Body, the identity of the 
Creator with the Redeemer ; and whatever other portions of Christian belief appeared to them in any 
way mixed up with things outward, material, and bodily. Against there, in the beginning as now, the 
Church of God always protested, maintaining the literal reality of these Truths, as she now maintains the 
real efficacy of material Sacraments, in opposition to the refinements of philosophy and vain deceit. 
Now it was a sort of index to this first school, their denying the historical meaning of Holy Scripture; as 
may be seen in many parts of Irenaeus. His statements are like the followings46: 

"These vainest of sophists maintain that the Apostles taught not truly but feignedly, according to the 
capacity of their hearers ; that they framed their answers to suit the prejudices of those who at any time 
were asking them questions ; discoursing with the blind blindly, according to their blindness, and with 
the sick according to their sickness, and the erring according to their error. Thus, to such as imagined 
that the Creator was the only God, they made Him the subject of their preaching ; but to those who are 
able to receive the unutterable Father, they administered by parables and allegories the unspeakable 
mystery : thus making it out that our Lord and His Apostles gave instruction, not according to the tenor 
of the very truth, but in pretence, and according to the capacity of each." 

Such are the complaints brought against heretical theorists, by ecclesiastic writers of those days. Had we 
no direct evidence on the subject, passages of this sort would warrant us in concluding, that the early 
Church held to the literal Scripture as her foundation, whatever the superstructure of mystical or moral 



truth she might know and believe herself entitled to build upon it. For there is a natural and very distinct 
analogy between the doctrines, which reject the body, and the expositions, which reject the letter. We 
perceive at once that they belong in their several kinds to the same turn of mind, the same school of 
opinions. And on the other hand, the straightforward, unflinching faith, which is always content to take 
GodEs work as He has made it, will of course be willing also to accept His Word as He has taught it. 
"When I hear of grass," says St. Basil47, remarking on the excessive proneness to the mere allegory, by 
which some had explained away the history in the first chapter of Genesis, "when I hear of grass, I 
understand it to mean grass, and so of plants and fishes, and beasts, and cattle ; all of them, as they are 
spoken, so I receive. For neither am I ashamed of the Gospel." And a little further on : 

"In the oracles of the Spirit, I desire to glorify Him, who has not employed our understanding on vain 
things, but has dispensed all so as to be written for our edification, and the perfecting of our souls. Of 
which truth, as I think, some not being aware, have tried, by I know not what allurements and figures of 
speech, to get the Scriptures credit for a kind of dignity, which in fact is of their own devising. But this is 
to make oneEs self wiser than the oracles of the Spirit, and under the show of interpretation, covertly to 
introduce matter of our own. As it is written then, so let our understanding be." 

(9.) There occurs however in the history of early corruptions one case, which would appear at first sight 
to militate strongly against the reality of the connection here supposed, between fantastic doctrine and 
interpretation merely allegorical. I mean the case of Marcion of Pontus. He distinguished himself from 
the main body of the heretics of his time, by denying that Scripture was ever to be understood in any 
sense but that of the bare letter : at the same time that he agreed with them in rejecting the truth of 
ChristEs Body, the resurrection of our bodies, and the other doctrines above alluded to. 

But see what line Marcion was obliged to take, in consequence of this extraordinary combination of 
opinions. He boldly discarded the whole of the Old Testament, as the work of an evil, at least of an 
inferior being. He retained, moreover, of New Testament only one Gospel, St. LukeEs, and the Epistles of 
St. Paul. And, to make these at all seem to bear witness in his favour, he was constrained to dislocate 
and alter the text to a very considerable extent. 

It is not within our present scope to show how inconsistent, after all, his admitted Scriptures were with 
his shadows of doctrine : Tertullian has done so at large, and with more, if possible, than his usual 
acuteness, in his two last books against Marcion : but the point material to be here noticed is, his 
sympathizing with the other heretics, and contradicting the Catholic Church, in his irreverence for the 
letter of Scripture : the only differences being, that he chose rather to take the ground of the Jews of his 
time, and, in effect, that of our modern rationalists, by denying the inspiration of the portions which 
most perplexed him ; instead of wresting them, as most heretics did, by various figures, to his own 
construction. 

Thus it appears that the proceedings of Marcion form no such exception as should invalidate the general 
rule ; and the position stands good, that the Church of the Fathers, maintaining as it did the doctrines 
which the Docetae denied, was very unlikely to give undue sanction to their merely allegorical mode of 
interpreting Scripture ; just as the same Church, even yet, arguing with rationalists, refuses to admit that 
"fire in the prophecy of St. John the Baptist is quenched with, the name of the Holy Ghost, or with the 
name of the Spirit, water dried up in the words of Christ"48, concerning the new birth. 

(10.) The drift of all these antecedent probabilities is this: that whatever affirmations are found in 
ecclesiastical writers strongly in favour of the letter of holy Scripture, are to be credited for their full 
apparent amount; but for those comparatively rare instances, in which they have permitted themselves 



to speak lightly of the literal meaning, every kind of allowance ought to be made; they must be taken, so 
to speak, at a considerable discount. Consider, for example, the opening sentences of St. AugustineEs 
treatise, De Genesi ad Iiteram49. "The whole Scripture of God is twofold; according to the intimation of 
our Lord, when He said, EEvery scribe instructed into the kingdom of heaven is like unto a man that is an 
householder, bringing out of his treasure things new and old.E .... In the relation therefore of things 
done, one has always to inquire whether each particular is to be received in the figurative, sense only, or 
to be affirmed and maintained as to the actual verity of the facts. For to deny that there are things to be 
figuratively understood no Christian man will venture, remarking the words of the Apostle, EAII these 
things befell them in figure ;E as also where he commends to us, as a great mystery relating to Christ 
and the Church, the expression in Genesis, EAnd they two shall be one flesh.E" 

This place has been quoted50 as an instance of extravagance in urging the secondary sense, on account, 
probably, of the possibility intimated in one part of it, that in some cases there may be no true literal or 
historical sense. But, according to the rule above laid down for interpreting the Fathers on this subject, it 
is but fair to understand by St, AugustineEs doubtful cases, those which may reasonably be considered 
more or less parabolical; such as NathanEs reproof of David, or our LordEs account of the Prodigal Son. 
It would be doing him injustice, to charge him with throwing doubt hereby on any part of the series of 
sacred history. 

On the other hand, when we find the same Father arguing as follows in favour of the reality of Paradise, 
and of the history of our first parents, we need not hesitate to believe, that he meant his argument to 
extend, as by parity of reasoning it would extend, to every other portion of the regular inspired 
narrative. He says51: 

Those of our faith, who believe these divine books but like not to have Paradise understood according to 
the very letter, i. e. a most pleasant place, shaded with groves of fruit trees, of immense extent, too, and 
fertilized by a copious fountain; seeing as they do, without any labour of man, so many green glades 
overshadowed with forests by the secret working of the Almighty :EI wonder how they believe the 
corresponding narrative of the formation of the man, in a way like nothing which ever met their eyes. Or 
if that, too, must be understood figuratively ; who begat Cain, Abel, and Seth? Were they likewise mere 
figures, not men born of mankind? I would advise men therefore, narrowly to consider what is the drift 
of the notion they are inclined to assume, and to endeavour with us to understand all things, related as 
facts in the first instance, as they are literally expressed. That once done, every one will look kindly on 
their views of what the same things teach also by figurative expression, either of spiritual natures 
themselves and spiritual processes, or of events yet to come. 

I grant that if we could not receive in a bodily sense the things here named as bodily, without doing 
violence to the faith of the truth, nothing would remain but that we must understand them to be 
figurative expressions, rather than cast impious reflections on Holy Scripture. But if the bodily 
acceptation of these things be so far from embarrassing, that it rather more firmly establishes, the 
general statements of GodEs word, I should not expect to find any one so full of heathenish obstenacy, 
as to abide by any old opinion, which he may have formed in favor of the mere allegorical exposition, 
after seeing the whole explained literally in accordance with the Rule of Faith. 

He then proceeds to state, as the very occasion of his writing that treatise, a wish to improve on a 
former exposition of Genesis, which he had undertaken against the Manichaeans ; and in which, not 
being able at that time to make out the literal meaning, he had assigned to many things an 
interpretation merely allegorical52. He says: 



"Still even then, keeping in mind that which was all along chiefly in my wish though beyond my power, 
vis. that every thing in the first instance should be understood not in figure but literally, and not 
despairing altogether that such an understanding might be acquired, I expressed that feeling in the 
opening of the second book. My words are, EWhosoever desires to understand every thing, according to 
the sound of the letter, provided he can avoid blasphemies, and all that he affirms be agreeable to the 
Catholic Faith, his labours must not be taken grudgingly : rather we must account of him as 
understanding the Scriptures in the proper sense of the word, understanding.0" 

That such from the beginning was St. AugustineSs feeling,Sthat he always preferred the literal sense as 
the foundation, and only had recourse to the purely figurative, when, as he conceived, the analogy of 
the faith required it,0he gave the most satisfactory proof, by going over the same ground, writing a 
more literal commentary, when in process of time maturer reflection had brought to his knowledge 
more of the literal meaning. 

(11.) I say, when the analogy of the faith required it; for this is a very remarkable circumstance in the 
patristical mode of deviating from the letter of Scripture, especially as compared with those adopted by 
more modern interpreters : viz. that whereas these latter are commonly moved to set it aside by some 
apparent inconsistency with the truths of philosophy or history, some scruple of human reason ; the 
only sufficient plea for such deviation, in the judgment of such critics as St. Augustine, was the 
impossibility of reconciling the letter with the Rule of Faith. Thus, in the, passage quoted above, the 
excepted cases are described as follows: "Si nullo modo possent salve fide veritatis corporaliter accipi 
"Si nullus exitus datur, ut pie et digne Deo quae scripta sunt intelligantur, nisi figurate proposita 
credamus." And let it, not be imagined that by the phrase, "pie et digne Deo," a door, is opened for the 
unlimited intrusion of each personSs private judgement. The phrase is sufficiently explained by one 
which had occurred a few lines above : "praedicare omnia congruentia fidei catholicae." That was to be 
judged pious and worthy of God, which agreed, not with this or that mantas preconceived notions of the 
divine proceedings and attributes, but with the body of scriptural truth set forth by the Church from the 
beginning. 

If, then, we may suppose St. Augustine here to speak the general sense of ecclesiastical writers on this 
subject, we shall see that the utmost extent, to which the Church encouraged the use of the exposition 
by mere allegory, was to bear with it as a possible or at most as a probable hypothesis, in cases where 
the letter seemed irreconcileable with the analogy of the Faith ; always allowing for the chance of some 
more favoured commentator solving the difficulty without this extreme resort. 

(12.) But the true ecclesiastical rule of interpretation will be put in a stronger light, if we consider the 
case of Origen and his school, and the degree in which they incurred the suspicion, if not the censure, of 
the Church. And we may notice, by the way, a remarkable instance of the hard measure which has been 
dealt out to the Fathers, by those who were resolved, at all events, for whatever reason, to derogate 
from their authority. It is the usual manner of proceeding, with such writers as Daille, Whitby, 
Middleton, and the rest, to quote largely from the censures of St. Jerome and others, pronounced on 
the Origenists for their extravagance in the allegorical way, and then to turn suddenly round, and use 
these same censures, as if they were applicable to the whole body of the Fathers ; especially to St. 
Jerome himself and the rest who were eager in promulgating them. 

But surely the censure might speak the opinion of the Church, though, from human infirmity and 
inconsistency, the persons pronouncing it might themselves incur it elsewhere. 

Again, it should be well considered whether St. Jerome, St. Basil, and others, commonly quoted on this 



matter, are deprecating the allegorical system itself, or only the particular abuse of it now under 
examination, viz. the occasional suppression of the letter for the allegoryEs sake. It may be some help 
towards estimating rightly the judgment of the Fathers on the whole subject, if a few words be here 
added, first on the real amount of the concessions of the Alexandrian school in disparagement of the 
letter; next on the real amount of Church censure, properly so called, which that school incurred, on 
that ground, in the person of Origen, the most renowned, and therefore perhaps the most obnoxious, of 
all its champions. 

(13.) And first, as to the extent of liberty taken by Origen with the literal sense of the Bible: it is but just 
to begin with stating, that his faith in the plenary inspiration of Holy Writ, those parts of it even which 
he is most accused of denying, is as unquestionable as it can be rendered, both by the tone of cordial 
reverence in every part, and also by repeated glowing professions like the following53 : 

By this brief demonstration of the divinity of Jesus, and application of the prophetical words concerning 
Him, we do in effect demonstrate at the same time the Divine inspiration of the Scriptures which 
prophesy of Him, and also of the writings which relate His sojourn here and His teaching ; writings, 
which were uttered with all authority and power, and have thereby become victorious over the elect 
portion of the Gentiles. It should be added that the divinity of the prophetic words, and the spirituality 
of MosesE laws shone forth only in consequence of the [earthly] sojourn of Jesus. For evident proofs of 
the inspiration of the ancient Scriptures, before ChristEs sojourn here, it was not possible to exhibit; but 
the Law and the Prophets, before liable to suspicion, whether they were indeed things Divine, had a 
clear light cast on them by the residence of Jesus on earth, as being composed and written by a grace 
from above. And he who with care and attention studies the prophetic words, feeling as he will on the 
bare reading a kind of enthusiasm stealing over him, will be convinced by his feelings that they are no 
writings of men, which we believe to be the words of God. The light, too, which existed before in the 
Law of Moses, wrapped up in a veil, shone forth at the time of our LordEs abode here; the veil being 
taken away, and the good things, which were shadowed by the letter, coming gradually into full 
knowledge. 

(14.) Next, I observe, that in general, i. e. with comparatively few exceptions, and those always 
particularly accounted for, Origen did not only receive the letter, but acknowledge the historical 
meaning, of the Holy Book. This will be sufficiently evident by a few citations, falling into two separate 
groupes. The first will consist of passages in which he inculcates his much canvassed maxim of a Triple 
Sense of Scripture : the other, of express or incidental cautions, in the course of his commentary, over 
and over enforced upon his hearers, not to lose sight of the letter in the brightness of the Spirit. 

The Triple Sense of Scripture is most expressly set forth in a well-known passage of the Fourth Book per 
iC a r c v n 54. 

"We ought to transcribe into our own souls the meaning of the Holy Writings in three several ways : in 
the first place, that the simpler may be edified by what may be called flesh or body of the Scripture, by 
which name we denote the obvious, literal acceptation : in the next place, that he who has attained to a 
certain height, may receive edification from that which is as it were the soul of the same Scripture : 
thirdly, that he who is perfect, and like those of whom the Apostle speaks as fit to have wisdom spoken 
among themEwisdom not of this worldEthat they too may be edified out of that spiritual law, which has 
the shadow of good things to come. For as man is compounded of body, and soul, and Spirit, so is the 
Scripture, dispensed by God by way of gift for the salvation of men." 

Again, in a noble passage of the Fifth Homily on Leviticus55,Ewhich may be cited the more at length, on 



account of the light, which it seems to throw on the analogy above alleged, as existing between the 
doctrines of the Fathers and heretics respectively, and their methods of interpreting Scripture. He 
observes: 

"The details of the law concerning sacrifices are to be received in a different sense from that which the 
literal text points out. Else, when they are publicly read in the Church, they tend rather to the hindrance 
and subversion of the Christian faith, than to the admonition and edification of men. But if we search 
and find in what sense these things are said, and mark them, as they ought who think of God, who is the 
declared author of these laws ; then the hearer will become a Jew indeed, but Ha Jew inwardly,0 
according to the distinction of St. Paul in the Epistle to the Romans; which distinction of the inward and 
outward Jew, certain impious heretics not understanding, have withdrawn themselves not from the 
Scriptures only, but from God also, the Giver of this law and of the divine Scriptures to mankind, and 
have feigned to themselves another god, besides the Maker of Heaven and Earth : whereas, as you 
know, the verity of the faith holds one and the same God of the Law and of the Gospel, the Creator alike 
of visible and invisible things: the rather, because the things visible retain with invisible no small affinity; 
so that the Apostle affirms, ®the invisible things of God, from the creation of the world,® to be seen, 
®being understood by the things which are made.® As therefore a mutual affinity exists between things 
visible and invisible, earth and heaven, soul and flesh, body and spirit, and of combinations of these is 
made up this present world : so also Holy Scripture, we may believe, is made up of visible and invisible 
parts : first, as it were, of a kind of body i. e. of the letter, which we see with our eyes : next of a soul, i. 
e. of the sense which is discovered within that letter: thirdly, of a spirit, so far as it contains also in itself 
certain heavenly things ; as says the Apostle, ®they serve to the example and shadow of things 
celestial.® 

"Such then being the case, let us, first calling on God, who made of Scripture both the body, and soul, 
and spiritSthe body for those who were before us, the soul for ourselves, the spirit for those who in time 
to come shall obtain the inheritance of eternal life, whereby to win their way to the heavenly kingdoms 
;®let us now seek that soul of the law, which I have mentioned, so far as belongs to our present subject." 

(15.) One may remark, by the way, that the opening of this statement enables us in some measure to 
solve one principal difficulty connected with the allegorical method ; viz. how it came to pass that in 
public and popular discourses, discourses to the unbaptized, Origen and others, so continually and 
unreservedly publish these mystical expositions ; expositions which themselves repeatedly compare to 
strong meat, hardly fit therefore for the babes and beginners in Christ. This is to be accounted for, 
probably, much in the same manner as the publication of the Three Creeds, and putting the mysteries of 
our faith in every one®s mouth ; it was in itself not desirable, nay rather contrary to Church principles : 
but the Jews and perverse heretics made it necessary, each endeavouring, for their own purposes, to 
maintain that, the Old Testament was contrary to the New : a position which could not in strict 
reasoning be met satisfactorily, unless by divulging the secret of the allegorical meaning. Origen himself 
speaks feelingly of this difficulty, in the course of his remarks on the parable of the Unmerciful 
Servant56. 

"But some one will say, are we not acting irreligiously in wishing these things to convey a meaning, 
because of the heavenly Book®s secret and mystical nature in some parts? Are we not wrong in trying to 
expound these things? however accurately, for argument®s sake, we may suppose ourselves to have 
made out the drift of them." 

The tenor of his answer is this : that it was by no means his custom, to trust his ordinary hearers with all 
the mysterious wonders, which be seemed to himself faintly to discern in Scripture, but that be always 



suggested those which he judged best for edifying : of which edification, one necessary groundwork 
would be, the securing the flock against the prevailing heresies. 

(16.) But to proceed with our reasons for attributing, even to the allegorical school, a high respect for 
the literal sense. Clement of Alexandria, OrigenEs predecessor, in discoursing on the two senses (for it 
does not appear that it had occurred to him to distinguish the Moral from the Mystical ; as Origen 
afterwards did, influenced perhaps by a desire to retain together with the Christian interpretation as 
much as he could of the morality which he admired in Philo57 ;) Clement, I say, among other very many 
passages to the same effect, has one in which he refers to a tradition, remarkable at least for poetical 
force and beauty: 

"When God took Moses to Himself, Joshua saw him in two forms ; in one with angels, in the other on 
the mountains and among the ravines receiving sepulchral honours. This sight Joshua beheld from 
above, being lifted up in the Spirit, together with Caleb. . . . The drift of the history being, I suppose, to 
show that true knowledge does not belong to all, but some behold only the body of the Scriptures, the 
words and sentences, as it were the body of Moses : others see through to the meaning and the things 
signified by the words, making that Moses who is with the angels the object of their search. In fact, of 
those who called on the Lord Himself, the greater part said only, ESon of David, have mercy on me ;E but 
some few acknowledged Him to be the Son of God, as Peter; whom also He blessed, because not flesh 
and blood had revealed to him the truth, but His Father, which is in heaven : Christ showed, that the 
perfect Christian recognises the Son of the Almighty, not by the flesh, which was conceived born, but by 
the very power of the Father." 

Such passages as these lose their force, except we understand letter of Scripture to have, in the opinion 
of these writers, substantial meaning, as the bodies of our Lord and of Moses were real and substantial. 

The same remark may be made on the only place, that I know of, in which Clement seems to come near 
the Origenian doctrine of the three significations. "The purport of the law," he says, "we must take, 
either as declaring to us some sign," (i. e. as it may seem, some instance of Divine interference,) "or as 
some commandment for right conversation, or as uttering oracle in the manner of a prophecy." Here it 
is plain that the first or historical meaning is by no means slighted or annulled, since to it is ascribed the 
office of declaring signs from heaven. 

(17.) We may now proceed to some citations from Origen belonging to the second of the two classes 
specified above : cases, namely, in which he warns his hearers, more or less expressly, that the letter is 
by no means abolished. First, there is a remarkable fragment produced by the Martyr Pamphilus, which, 
on the whole, we may cite without scruple, notwithstanding the suspicions cast by St. Jerome and 
others, on the good faith or genuineness of the Apology for Origen, which went under PamphilusE 
name. For it has no relation to the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, which was the occasion of the 
corruptions specified by Jerome ; and again, it has all the internal evidence, which can arise from 
agreement with OrigenEs ordinary interpretations. Thus then Pamphilus represents him as speaking of 
the evangelical narrative generally58. 

"Though these things have a spiritual meaning, yet the truth of the history being first established, the 
spiritual sense is to be taken as something over and above. For what if our Lord, in a spiritual sense, be 
always curing the blind, when He casts His light on minds blinded with ignorance : yet He did not the less 
at that time heal one corporally blind. And He is ever raising the dead: yet He did then really perform 
wonders of that kind also, as when He raised JairusE daughter, and the widowEs son and Lazarus. And 
though at all times, when awakened by His disciples, He quiets the storms and whirlwinds of His Church; 



yet it is unquestionable that those things also, which are in the history, really took place on that 
occasion. This therefore is the only sound way of receiving the sense of Scripture; nor ought we to lend 
an ear to those who affirm, that He was born by Mary, not of Mary." 

In which last sentence the connection above noticed is obvious, between the historical sense and 
Catholic doctrine. 

The following are instances of detail, which prove how carefully Origen carried this rule out in practice. 
In his commentary on our LordEs future coming in the glory of His Father with His angels, be had spoken 
thus59: 

"Consider whether one say, that the Prophets in their sufferings of old bore an analogy to the Word, 
which had no form nor comeliness; but as the Son of Man cometh in the glory of His Father, so the 
Words abiding in the Prophets appear with Him, having become angels, keeping up in a kind of due 
proportion the glory which appertains to them." 

This allusive exposition, modestly enough proposed, he follows up with words of caution. "These, things 
we say, by no means slighting the doctrine of the second coming of the Son of God, as it is more simply 
understood," 

In the commentary on Genesis60, he answers the trite objections to the history of the ark,Show it could 
contain, such a multitude of animals, and the like,Eby a calculation as to its admeasurement, which 
supposes the account literally true ; and on this, foundation, proceeds to build his Allegorical exposition 
shewing that be did not spare trouble to avoid the allegory, wherever it seemed possible. 

When he comes to the birth of Isaac, having quoted the well-known passage from the Epistle to the 
Galatians, he asks61, 

"What then? Was not Isaac born after the flesh? Did not Sarah bear him? Was not he circumcised? This 
very sport of his with Ishmael, did it not take place in the flesh? This is the remarkable point in the 
ApostleEs exposition, that those things even, concerning which there can be no doubt of their having 
been done in the flesh, he affirms to be allegorical." 

Having proposed a mystical interpretation of AbrahamEs marriage with Keturah and his second family, 
he adds an observation, which evinces that he did not think of annulling the historical sense62. 

"If we remember the historical notices of the generations derived from her, we shall the more easily 
make out [the truth] about several nations mentioned in the Scripture, e. g. where it is said that Moses 
married a daughter of Jethro, the priest of Midian, which Midian we find was the son of Abraham by 
Keturah ; whereby we learn that MosesEs wife was of the seed of Abraham, and not an alien. . . . And 
the like you will find in the generations of Ishmael, which if you diligently look into, you will discover 
many points of history unperceived the generality." 

Had it not been for these remarks coming in at the end, the whole tone of what he says about Keturah 
would lead one to suspect that he thought nothing of the literal sense : it is fair to conclude, therefore, 
that in other cases, where he is merely silent regarding it, he does by no means intend to disparage it. 

(18.) Further, I observe that many of the passages, in which he seems at first positively and expressly to 
reject the historical sense, not only may, but in fairness must, be explained with very great mitigations. 
Sometimes he is only speaking by comparison, employing the same kind of figure as did the Prophet, 
when he wrote, "I will have mercy and not sacrifice." Thus in discoursing of the history of Isaac63, he 



says, "As in the Lord there is nothing bodily, so in all these things take care to understand nothing 
bodily." Which words sound indeed like a plain denial, first of the reality of our LordEs Incarnation, 
secondly of the truth of the narrative concerning Isaac : yet it is evident in the same page64 that Origen 
was orthodox in the former respect for he explains the real offering of the ram to represent the real 
suffering of Christ in the flesh, and the figurative offering of Isaac to represent the impassability of the 
Divine Word in the hour of crucifixion ; and we have seen before that he specifies the history of Isaac as 
an instance of the allegory not impairing the truth of the letter. Who does not see then that the 
expression "nothing bodily," must be taken in both clauses comparatively; "nothing merely outward and 
bodily?" And in all candour the same qualification should be adopted in all similar cases, whereever the 
context, or his opinion otherwise known, does not oblige us to understand him as going further. For 
example, a little further on in Genesis, having to explain a phrase, which seems tautological he says65, 
"As I have often had occasion to observe, in these things not histories are related, but mysteries are 
framed and put together evidently meaning not so much histories as mysteries and implying that 
details, which might appear triffling or irrelevant considered only in themselves, are often amply 
accounted for when you go to the secondary sense : a rule of sacred criticism, which is surely no way 
objectionable. 

So again, in a fragment of a later part of his commentary on Genesis66, remarking on the fear expressed 
by the sons of Jacob, lest "Joseph should take them for bondsmen and their asses," he says, "It is 
improbable what is told of the sons of Jacob, that when they imagined themselves in so evil case they 
should have thought at all of their asses : except the expression is used allegorically." By which, we may 
understand him not to deny the fact of their so speaking, but to account for their being directed to such 
expressions. 

Also in the account of the destruction of Ai, he says67 : "When the Jews read these things, they make 
themselves cruel, and after human blood," "putantes quia et sancti ita percusserunt eos qui habitabant 
Ai:" i. e. acting upon the idea that the saints did so and so; not as if the idea were a false one, but as if 
they reasoned wrongly about it: for a sentence just before shews that this is one of the places to be 
expounded comparatively. He had said, "These68 things which follow, belong rather to the truth of the 
mystery than of the narrative." 

It may be as well to note here, that the word m n C q o z , or fabula, for applying which to certain Old 
Testament histories, Origen has been very sharply censured, both in ancient and in modern times, did by 
no means imply, in his acceptation of it, the falsehood of the history so denominated. For he uses it of 
the history of Lot and his daughters, which he calls "famosissima fabula69" and yet it is clear from the 
whole context, that he believed the narration and reasoned on it as real. We ought not, therefore, to be 
too much startled, when we find him using the word fables, concerning the history of Paradise, and of 
man before the Fall : though it cannot be denied, that on this particular point he has trespassed on the 
honour of the letter, and has taken occasion from the evident figure contained in certain phrases (such 
as "they heard the voice of God walking in the garden,") to affirm that the whole of what then took 
place is told only in symbol and parable : not (observe) denying that it conveys a real history, but that 
the said history is throughout written, as it were in hieroglyphics. We are not of course called on to 
justify this proceeding, but it is desirable, on many accounts, to observe how far the error went. 

(20.) We may just mention two other instances, on the former of which the accusers of Origen have very 
generally delighted to dwell. Both of them, however, a candid construction might perhaps solve on the 
principle now under consideration : viz. by supposing him rather to assert the superior importance than 
the exclusive truth, of the mystical interpretation. They both occur in the process of harmonizing the 
Gospels : the former in the accounts of our LordEs going down to Galilee, in the early part of His ministry 



; the other in those of His anointing, whether that occurred once, twice, or three times. 

In the first instance, which has been already quoted for another purpose, Origen0s7O remark is, or 
appears to be (for there is an evident mutilation of the text): 

"The very truth about these things must needs be stored up in the mystical exposition. If the discrepancy 
could not be solved, our faith concerning the Gospels must needs be impaired; as though they were 
either untrue, or uninspired, or as narratives not felicitously arranged." 

Then having stated the difficulty, and challenged the opponents of the mystical sense to solve it on any 
other hypothesis, he remarks in general on the Gospel narratives. 

"There are many other cases in which minute inquiry into the apparent historical discrepancies of the 
four Gospels will lead to one or other of these results; either the inquirer, feeling a kind of giddiness, will 
give up task of verifying them all in the strict sense, and will take up with one or other of them as it may 
happen; or receiving the whole four, will admit also that their truth does not lie in the outward and 
bodily characters wherein they are written." 

To make his meaning plainer in this first clause, he puts the case71 of four persons, favoured with 
visions, relating the same Divine interposition, but varying in such a minute circumstance as this ; that 
the one saw the heavenly form sitting, the other standing ; yet each with truth represents that which his 
own mind perceived. And considering that the doings of our Lord on earth were a series of Divine 
visions, he says, 

"Why should we blame the Evangelists, for sometimes giving, as it were, each a turn of his own to the 
things done by our Lord, according to His miraculous and most inconceivable power ;0sometimes 
interweaving into their narrative, in language taken from sensible things, what was revealed to them in 
a sense purely spiritual? Why should we blame them, though for edificationEs sake they transpose facts, 
relating a thing in such a connexion, as to make it seem to have happened in one place or time, when in 
fact it happened in another?" 

And then he makes the observation so severely censured : 

"It was their purpose, when circumstances allowed, to speak truth both spiritually and literally; but 
where both could not be, to prefer the Spirit to letter, the spiritual truth being often preserved in what 
we may perhaps venture to call the literal and bodily falsehood." 

In the other passage to be considered together with this72, he first states strongly the discrepancies of 
the literal sense, on the supposition that the several accounts of the woman anointing our Lord all relate 
to the same event; and the consequent reasonableness of supposing that they related to several 
persons and events. Then he adds, in a way which is readily understood as implying that he is now come 
to the solution which himself prefers, 

"Perhaps some one rather bolder than ordinary will say, whether historically it were some one woman 
only who did an act of this kind, or whether you choose to suppose another, or a third, still, I say, first, 
that the main object of the Evangelists had respect to certain mysteries; secondly, that they were not so 
very anxious to relate according to historical truth, as to set forth the mysteries which arose out of the 
history. On which account, also they added certain discourses, suitable to, and in harmony with, the 
meaning of those mysteries." 

(21.) Now concerning both these passages, let it not thought mere partiality, if we construe them as 



affirming more than a comparative exclusion of the literal meaning, a to enforce attention to the spirit, a 
deprecation of any unbelief or skepticism on account of literal difficulties very nearly to what is 
commonly said among ourselves, objections are alleged against the Scriptures from geological, 
astronomical, or other like incongruities, their letter. They are objections, people say, of a wrong kind ; it 
was not the object of the Scriptures to teach those matters. So here, comparatively speaking, we may 
understand this Father to say, "It was not the object of the Evangelists, simply to teach what happened 
to our Lord on earth, but to teach it with a view to the heavenly and Divine truths concerning Him." 

Just as of the history at the beginning of Exodus he says73, "These things are not written for us," ad 
historiam, "as mere matters of history : neither are we to suppose that the divine books are relating the 
doings of the Egyptians." It is evident from the context, that he here means, "simply relating, for 
relatingEs sake that he is far from denying the verity of the letter, however he may seem to 
undervalue its importance. In such cases be may be regarded as endeavouring to account, not so much 
for any supposed untruth in a narrative, as for its being constructed in a way to make it look untrue. 

A case very much in point would be the statements, undoubtedly conflicting at first sight, of the process 
which our Lord adopted for healing the blind men at the gate of Jericho. Origen would say, and has 
said74, that such appearance of disagreement did not come of itself; that it was framed on purpose, 
draw attention to the moral and mystery of the transaction ; which, in, every such case, will be found to 
be wonderfully brought out, by a search wisely instituted to remove the historical difficulty. 

(22.) A further mitigation of the censure due to him on this head may be derived from a remark of his 
Editor, De la Rue, who was at least enough on his guard against an editorEs partiality for his author. He 
states it as a strange, yet certain fact, that Origen perpetually confuses the literal interpretation of a 
passage as distinct from the mystical, with the literal sense of the words as distinct from the 
metaphorical75. "Quod paene incredibile videtur, Origenem latuit discrimen quod literam inter et 
verborum literalem sensum intercede." It would have been a guarded, and perhaps a more correct 
manner of speaking, had he said only, that Origen sometimes writes as if he were not aware of this 
difference. 

To make the thing plain by example: among other instances of the New Testament having, as well as the 
Law, a letter which killeth, Origen alleges76 the precepts of our LORD, "If any man hath a purse, let him 
take it, and he that hath no sword, let him sell his garment and buy one and "salute no man by the 
wayand eisineCunoucoioiCeCunoCucisaneCautouzoiathnbasileiantvnoCu 
r a n v n . These passages, all men will allow to be figurative ways of expressing a real precept. Now his 
oversight was, that he applied the same principle to passages, which seemed to him fraught with 
historical difficulties: as in the account of Sarah and Abimelech, of Issac and Rebecca, and the midwives 
of Egypt ; where his expressions are such as these : "If any one chuse to understand this merely 
according to the letter, he ought to seek his hearers rather among Jews than among Christians77," and 
"think you that these are no better than tales, and that the Holy Ghost is merely relating histories78?" 
and "of we take what is written concerning the midwives according to the historical narrative, it appears 
that such and such a thing cannot stand79." Yet if, the several histories be examined, it will be seen that 
to deny the truth of the fact is by no means necessary to his argument : the ends of which are 
sufficiently answered, by supposing him to deny, that this or that turn of expression was designed to be 
taken literally. Nay even according to his unfriendly editorEs statement, if he were not sufficiently aware 
of the distinction between phrases mystical and merely metaphorical, he was very likely to mean the 
milder assertion, i. e. that the figurative expression was designedly made paradoxical, when he seems to 
advance the stronger, i. e. that it wanted the foundation of literal truth. 



For these and other like reasons, even though the school of Origen were a fair specimen of the old 
ecclesiastical interpretation, it would not follow that that interpretation could be charged with denying 
the letter, except in rare and difficult cases, where, as he has himself said, we miss altogether the 
historical meaning : "defectum patitur historialis intelligentia80." 

(23.) But the matter is thrown out of all doubt, when we add to what has been said, the fact that the 
Church has virtually disowned all responsibility for the peculiar opinions of this renowned Father; partly 
by the sentence of a general Council, partly by the deliberate judgment of some of her chief lights of 
later days. It is in some respects unfortunate, that that portion of the fifth general Council, which 
contained the proceedings against those called Origenists, has not come down to our time : but in the 
decisions of the Council, it is to be observed, that no mention is made of the denial of the letter of 
Scripture, as one of the supposed errors of Origen. The errors which were maintained in his name,0most 
of which may be described as mere conjectures, expressed as conjectures by him, and afterwards 
advanced to the rank of tenets, philosophical or theological, by speculators who made the most of so 
high a sanction ; such as the pre-existence of souls, the manner in which the merits of the Redeemer 
may be applied to angelic natures, the supposed universal renovation, and the like:0these errors are 
enumerated in fifteen articles81; but the alleged abandonment of the literal sense of the Bible does not 
appear among them. Flowever, the whole affair, coming as it does at the conclusion of three centuries 
of dispute, shows that there was no such blind deference to his authority, then or at any former time, as 
may render the Church liable on his account, to the charge of disparaging the letter of Holy Scripture. 

(24.) The opinions of the most celebrated Fathers are collected by the Benedictine editor, in his preface 
to the second volume82. Such as the sentiment of St. Basil, in a passage quoted above83: "I know laws 
of allegory, though not by my own invention, yet by acquaintance with the labours of others : according 
to which, they who will not receive the ordinary sense of what is written, in the account of the Creation 
for example, affirm water not to mean water, but some other nature : and plants and fishes they 
expound at their own pleasure; and the formation of creeping things, and of wild beasts, they pervert 
according to inventions of their own, much like those who profess to interpret dreams." St. Chrysostom 
again, as cited by De la Rue, remarks, that the geographical situation of Paradise, "eastward in Eden," 
may have been purposely inserted by the Sacred Spirit, "to prevent those who are inclined to useless 
talk from deceiving the ears of the simple, by stating that Paradise is not in earth but in heaven, or 
putting about any other the like mythological dreams84." 

It is to be observed, that neither these Fathers, nor St. Augustine when he expresses similar sentiments, 
make any mention of the name of Origen : although Augustine, in more than one passage; condemns 
him by name, for the same doctrinal errors which were afterwards censured in the second Council of 
Constantinople. But they seem to have observed a kind of tenderness towards him, which makes their 
express warnings the more striking, and at the same time leaves room to suppose, that, according to the 
view which has been taken above, they might regard him as leading others to deny the letter of the 
Bible, than as being himself guilty of such an error on any large scale. 

St. Jerome and Epiphanius, as is well known, were less scrupulous in their attacks on Origen, probably 
(at least in part) as living among persons who were continually pushing his speculations into heresy. 
Nothing can be more express than protests against him85, addressed to John, Patriarch of Jerusalem, for 
turning the Scriptures into mere allegory, as far as the history before the fall was concerned. 

Yet, as is often sarcastically alleged by the detractors of Ancients, not even Origen himself abounds 
more in mystical and figurative interpretations than did these two distinguished Fathers, St. Jerome and 
St. Augustine. Are we to conclude that such men wrote at random, and did not know their own mind on 



such a very serious point, as a rule of interpretation extending through the whole Scriptures? Must we 
rather conclude, that their censure of Origen as an allegorist, which, generally speaking, we may accept 
as the censure of the Church, went thus far, and no further? viz. to blame him for supposing that the 
literal sense would ever entirely vanish, however impossible it may be for us at times to ascertain it, 
however inferior it may generally or always be, in comparison with the mystical sense: to blame him, 
again, for objecting to it, as he sometimes occasionally does, (contrary however to his own declared 
rule) on grounds not flowing from the analogy the faith as held and interpreted by the Church, but such 
as we should call rationalistic ; such as a thing being to our minds inconsistent with the majesty of the 
Deity. Lastly, and perhaps principally, we may understand them to blame him for too great boldness and 
luxuriance, in advancing interpretations, not in any way received by tradition, but devised by his own 
thoughts. But not in an sense can they be said to condemn him simply for maintaining the double sense 
of the old Scriptures, in the very way, wherein, as we have seen, the whole body of Christian writers, 
from St. Barnabas and St. Clement downwards, had maintained it. 

(25.) And this is true not only of Jerome and Augustine, whose love for allegory is well known, but also 
of the other two names, Basil and Chrysostom, who are comparatively remarkable for reserve in such 
interpretations. Yet Basil, on the Psalms, repeatedly refers to our Lord expressions, which would be 
commonly interpreted of the Psalmist only. And Chrysostom (to say nothing of his practice) in the very 
passage which is cited from him so decidedly condemning Origen, points out the necessity of 
understanding all things qeotrepvz86. 

"EThe Lord God Paradise.® Consider, beloved ; if we do not understand these things in a sense becoming 
the Almighty, we shall needs be carried over a deep precipice. For what can they say concerning this 
word, Eplanted,® who dare to take all the words concerning the Deity in a human sense? Did God need 
tools and husbandry, and other such process, to adorn Paradise? God forbid .... Against this, [as against 
the mere allegory,] let us stop our ears, and follow the rule of the Scripture. And when thou hearest, 
EGod planted a garden in the East,® take care to conceive of the word Eplanted® in a divine sense 
concerning God, that He gave order for such a thing to be ; but as to the next word, believe thou that 
Paradise really was formed, and in where the Scripture hath pointed it out. For not to believe the things 
set down in the divine Scripture, but rather to introduce other things of oneEs own mind, must, I 
conceive, bring extreme danger to those who venture on such a proceeding." 

On the other hand, in his exposition of the 47th Psalm87, he says, speaking of the verse, "0 clap your 
hands, all ye people;" 

"With reason one might one take this Psalm according the mystical sense, rising above the literal 
meaning. For though it takes its beginning and prelude from things sensible, it guides the hearer to the 
things, which are merely spiritual. For, as I have said before, so now I say again, some we must take as 
they are said, some contrary to the e. g. when it is said, the wolf shall lie down with the lamb. Some in 
both senses ; as the sacrifice of Abraham, and the first paschal lamb." 

Compare this passage with the former, and it will be plain that while St. Chrysostom was earnest in 
condemning the too free speculations of a later age, there was nothing contrary to the mode of 
exposition, which, as we have seen, was adopted by the Fathers before Origen. 

On the whole, we may assume that the Mysticism of the ancient Church (whatever might be said of 
some individuals) was very far from interfering with the truth of the history. The next point will be to 
show, that neither did it interfere with moral truth, i. e. it did not, by prophetical exposition, of certain 
questionable parts of the Patriarchs® conduct, annul or confound the judgement of the well-informed 



moral sense, as to the rectitude such conduct. This however must be made matter of separate 
investigation. 

iv.-Mysticism as applied to the Moral Difficulties of 
Scripture. 

It has been endeavoured in the former sections, first, to shew distinctly what is meant, when the Fathers 
are charged with Mysticism, and to point out by example the need of extreme caution and reverence, 
whenever we approach that subject. Secondly, granting the fact that they are, generally speaking 
Mystics, at least in the interpretation of Scripture, (for to that in its present stage the inquiry is limited) a 
reason was however adduced for believing that they were not so at random, nor in mere blind 
obedience to the literary fashion of the day. The reason is this, that we find them, with few and rare 
exceptions, careful to limit their mystical expositions, so as not to destroy the historical and literal 
meaning. The exceptions, chiefly drawn from the Alexandrian school, were shortly considered, and 
appeared in themselves less formidable than they are sometimes represented : it appeared moreover, 
that whatever their amount, they so far tend to strengthen our argument, as they occasioned an 
anxious disavowal of the mere allegory, on the part of St. Basil, St. Augustine, and others, who had the 
best claim to be regarded as representing the whole Church. Their verdict is correctly reported in the 
following passages from Cyril of Alexandria88. 

"In the inspired writings those who shrink from the literal and historical meaning as unsound, are 
chargeable in effect with something very like shrinking from the only process, can enable them to 
understand the things therein set down. For the investigation of them in the mystical way is indeed 
noble, and profitable; it tends to enlighten, throughly the eye of the mind, and greatly to advance us in 
good understanding : nevertheless, as often as any historical fact is introduced to us by the Scriptures, 
then surely, if ever, it becomes us to trace out the profitable use of the history, that the divine Scripture 
may do its work, saving and helping us in all ways." 

This was in agreement with the rule, which he had laid down for himself in the beginning of his 
commentary on the Pentateuch89. 

"Our exposition will be useful, if we first consider the facts, as they really took place, and make part of 
history; and having as we may completed that view, if we then new-mould our statement, passing from 
the type and shadow to the clear account of the inward signification; our discourse having all the way a 
bearing on the Mystery of Christ, and tending to Flim as its limit; since it is an unquestioned truth, that 
Christ is the end of the Law and the Prophets." 

Such had been the line of interpretation, which, the Fathers of the first age, by a kind of sacred instinct, 
adopted, from the beginning: and in no other did those of the fourth and fifth ages acquiesce, after full 
examination, and abundant opportunity of judging how far it was likely to be abused. 

(2.) We have now to consider this mystical method in its application to one class of texts in particular; 
those portions, namely, of the Old Testament history which record actions of questionable morality on 
the part of GodEs favoured servants. So it is, that in modern times, even among those who appear truly, 
to reverence the Bible, there is commonly adopted, in regard of these startling passages, a tone of 
explanation and remark, very different from that which prevailed in the early ages of the Church. It 
seems desirable, for many reasons, to ascertain the amount of that difference, and how it may be best 
accounted for. We may find perhaps that the patristical mode of interpretation, rightly understood, 
interferes as little with moral as it before was found to interfere with historical truth ; and the whole 



discussion may tend to convince us, that on this, as on most theological subjects, we have much more to 
learn from the Fathers, than to apologize for in them. 

(3.) That the Fathers, deeply as they were versed in every part of the inspired writings, were fully aware 
of this kind of Scripture difficulty, one might be certain beforehand, on considering that it is a difficulty 
which occurs to every person, even to children, perusing the Old Testament with an ordinary degree of 
attention. Nor do we find commonly in their writings any desire to evade the subject, or to draw off 
attention from it. There were controversies indeed in the four first ages, which would have forced it 
continually on their thoughts as polemical writers ; such as that with the Marcionites first, and 
afterwards with the Manichaeans, who used the startling parts of the sacred history, as proofs that the 
Old Testament came from an evil, or at least from an imperfect, Being : or again, that which they had 
constantly to maintain with the Pagan Philosophers, who, as appears from Celsus and Julian, were not 
slow to employ this topic against Christians and Jews alike : but the remarkable thing is, that the same 
narrations are produced, and discussed without reserve, in their practical and popular writings also, 
their pastoral letters to individuals, and their homilies ad populum. There seems no desire on their part 
to withdraw these, things from common observation, such as we now find not unfrequently, even 
among those who on other grounds would encourage the freest discussion and circulation of the 
Scriptures. Their reserve, their secret discipline, so perplexing to many in our days, did not extend to 
these things. 

(4.) Neither do we find that even those, who took tile greatest liberties in allegorizing, who came nearest 
in some instances to the denial of the letter,Enot even that such as Origen,Ethought themselves 
warranted in getting rid of the moral difficulty, arising from the places in question, by resorting to the 
mere allegory. They did so, or appeared much inclined to do so, where the literal statement seemed 
physically or historically impossible : occasionally also where it seemed very trifling or frivolous ; but it is 
not so easy to meet with a passage, where the same solution is applied to any narrative, merely on the 
ground of its apparent immorality; which yet, with our modern notions, would seem to be the most 
tempting ground of all. 

This remark is made with all the hesitation, which becomes one who ventures on a sweeping statement 
after a very limited induction. But should it be found on the whole correct, it is surely a very 
considerable circumstance, and may help to convince us that these early theologians knew well what 
they were about, and did not use their solutions at random, just as difficulties happened to press, or 
ingenious answers came to hand. Celsus, as it appears from Origen90, charged the apologists of the 
Bible with this very artifice; "that the more plausible among them, 

being ashamed of certain portions of their sacred books, refuge in the allegorical meaning and among 
other instances from the Book of Genesis he alleged the disputes of and Esau, the conduct of Rebecca, 
the histories of Lot and of JacobEs family. OrigenEs answer in effect comes to this91 : he disavows all 
intention of denying the fact in such histories as mentioned. "In many instances," says he, "the word [of 
God], hath made use of real transactions, and recorded them so as to exhibit things greater, covertly 
indicated, such as are [among others] the marriages and various connections of the righteous men [of 
old]." Farther on he contrasts the patriarchal narrative with the foul and revolting fictions of the Greek 
which, as he observes, were indeed full of shamefulness, taken in their first acceptation, relating as they 
did to very gods and the sons of their gods ; and having enforced by the virtual confession of those 
Greek philosophers, such as Chrysippus, who had laboured to make out the symbolical purport of their 
fables, he proceeds as follows : 

"Because of these thingsEbecause of such fables as these and others innumerable, we for our part are 



unwilling to go so far as even in name to call the Supreme God (e.g.) Jupiter; or the Sun, Apollo ; or the 
Moon, Diana. But exercising pure religion towards the Creator, and concerning His works, which are very 
good, using none but good and auspicious words, not even by a name do we pollute the things of God : 
accepting what Plato says in the Philaebus : ®so great,® says he. Sis the dread which I feel concerning the 
names of the gods.® We also, of a truth, are full of dread concerning the Name of our God and His good 
creatures, to that degree, that never could we admit, even under pretence of symbolical language, any 
tale or fable which tends to the corruption of the young92." 

The argument of this passage may seem to require explanation. It may be briefly stated thus. "The fact is 
well known that believers in the Bible decline even the metaphoric use of the names of the heathen 
gods ; so great is their abhorrence of the impious immoral stories with which those names are 
associated; judge you then whether they are likely, under any pretence of allegory, to admit, as vehicles 
of their own doctrines, stories really base and immoral." 

From all this it is sufficiently manifest, that the line of defence taken by Origen, and a fortiori by those 
who were less prone to allegory, would be, to vindicate on their own grounds the moral tendencies of 
the several statements objected to, assuming their historical truth. How far such his vindications were or 
were not independent of the allegorical meaning, which he also asserted, and for which he argues at 
large in this very passage, is another question, to be considered hereafter in its place. 

(5.) Now there is a strong presumption, at first setting out, against the supposition that the Fathers dealt 
lightly with this class of Scripture difficulties, that they trifled with them or treated them in a way to 
disturb men®s notions of morality. For it is a certain fact, that the early Christian moralists, whether 
nominally attached to any particular school or no, were none of them in any sense Epicureans nor 
utilitarians. They all held expressly or by instinct, a moral sense in the heart of man and its correlative, a 
real difference of right and wrong in human conduct, independent of all results. 

It was partly, on this ground that they preferred to all others the schools of Pythagoras and Plato, a 
preference which is fully stated and accounted for at large by St. Augustin, in his eighth Book on the City 
of God. A few passages may be given, a tending to show what line Christian philosophers (for in their 
name generally St. Augustin is speaking, and not of his own private opinions) would be likely to pursue 
on delicate points of casuistry. 

With regard then to the moral sense, he exclaims93 : 

"Far be it from us to think of comparing the Platonists with those, who make the bodily senses the 
standard of truth, and pronounce them, faithless and deceitful as they are, the rule and measure of all 
proportions; as do the Epicureans and all of the like source : as the very stoics also themselves, who in 
their fond affection for Dialectic, as they term it, i.e. for the art of ingenious argumentation, have 
imagined that even it might be best derived, ultimately from the bodily senses; affirming that from no 
other source does the mind conceive the notions, which they call primary (ideas i.e. of certain things 
which their theory goes on to define particularly), and from which is deduced and framed the whole 
process of learning and of teaching® But the Platonists (deservedly therefore preferred by us) 
distinguish what the mind beholds from what strikes on the bodily senses; neither denying to the senses 
what they are capable of, nor assigning to them more than they will bear. But the light of the mind, 
whereby all things are to be learned, they affirmed to be no other than the God by whom all things were 
made." 

A little further on, he writes as follows : (The passage is here quoted, not so much for the astonishing 
depths which it discloses of what may be called Christian Philosophy, as because the author states 



himself to be speaking not his own private sentiments, but the feeling avowed or instinctive, of the 
whole Church94.) 

"So far as the Platonists agree with us , concerning one God, the Author of this universe, who is not only 
above all bodies, Himself incorporeal, but also above all souls, Himself incorruptible, our Source, our 
Light, our GoodEso far we prefer them to all others. What if any Christian, ignorant of their literature, 
use not their terms in disputation, (how should he, since he had never learned them?) what if he neither 
call that branch Physics, which treats of inquiry into things natural ; nor that Logic, which analyses the 
process whereby truth may be discerned : nor that Ethics which treats of conduct,Oof the chief good to 
be sought, and the chief evil to be avoided? he knows nevertheless that all three from the one true and 
most bountiful God ; both our nature, whereby we are formed according to His image ; and the doctrine, 
whereby we may know both Him and ourselves ; and the grace, whereby, cleaving to Him, we may be 
perfectly blessed. Behold here the cause of the preference we give to the Platonists : that while other 
philosophers have worn out their toil and their talents searching for the cause of things, the rules of 
learning and of life ; these alone acknowledging God, have found the cause of the world as it is, the light 
of all truth that may be attained, the fountain of all bliss that may be tasted. Be these philosophers then 
Platonists, or whoever else of whatever nation, who think thus of God, they think with us." 

In Origen we have repeated disavowals of the principles of the other sects, and repeated 
acknowledgements of the remarkable coincidence between the principles of PlatoEs morality, and those 
which the Gospel divinely sanctions. Of the former class, the following is a specimen95 : 

The Christians are likened by Celsus to one, who professing to cure bodily sickness, should withdraw 
men from skilful physicians, for fear of having their ignorance detected. But who, I ask, are these 
physicians from whom we thus withdraw the simple?® Suppose it, for example, to be the philosophy of 
Epicurus, and those who belong to his school,® what do we that is not most reasonable, liberating men 
from that evil disease, the result of these favourite physicians of Celsus : I mean the denial of 
Providence, and recommendation of pleasure as the chief good? Or what again, if we draw off our 
disciples from those other physician-philosophers who are called Peripatetics ; denying as they do all 
providence over mankind, all relation between God and man? what is this but an exercise in piety on our 
part, and a real mental cure to those whom we influence?® Grant again, that there are others, whom we 
separate from the physicians of the Stoical class, the maintainers of a corruptible God of a bodily or 
perishable substance :® in this case too, can any one deny that we shall be delivering those who will 
believe us from many evils, and introducing them to the doctrine of true piety, the doctrine of 
resignation to the Creator of the world ? 

To this rejection of all other theories, he elsewhere adds express approbation of PlatoEs, of which 
perhaps no instance can be adduced more remarkable than this: 

"Let those who are able to understand receive the instruction of ancient and wise men ; of Plato 
especially, the son of Ariston ; let us hear what he says in a certain letter concerning the chief good : let 
us attend to him, affirming, ®the first and chiefest good can in nowise be uttered in words, but is first 
generated by long habit, and then on a sudden, as though by fire, starting into a blaze, is kindled like a 
light in the soul.® Which words we also hearing, assent unto them as excellently spoken : for it was God 
Himself who revealed to them those things, and whatsoever else has been rightly taught by them." 

(7.) To the same purpose may be alleged those passages in Clement of Alexandria, peculiarly startling to 
those whose views are framed upon the phraseology of modern theologians, wherein be speaks of the 
old Pagans being in a certain sense justified by philosophy96 ; of its being necessary to them for 



righteousness before the coining of our Lord ; of its constituting one out of many ways or gates of 
righteousness97, whereby men, according to GodEs manifold goodness, might be and were variously led 
towards the royal way and gate. These and similar high expressions relate especially to the Platonic 
morals : although it is true that in his general commendations of philosophy he wished to be understood 
as adopting an eclectic process : he says : 

"I mean not the Stoical or the Platonic alone, nor yet that of Epicurus, nor of Aristotle ; but whatsoever 
sayings may be found in each of those sects, rightly inculcating righteousness with religious 
consideration, those taken all together by way of selection I term philosophy98." 

This eclecticism may very well stand with an exclusive preference of PlatoEs doctrine, as to the 
unchangeable nature of moral good arising out of the unchangeable attributes of God ; a doctrine with 
which Clement every where indicates his concurrence : e. g. where he calls Justice natural, and 
especially in that remarkable place which conveys his exposition of the critical word Justification99 ; 

"EYou have been justified,® says the Apostle, Ein the name of the Lord ; you have been made by Him, so 
to speak, righteous, as He is righteous ; and in the greatest possible measure, according to your capacity, 
you have been blended and united with the Holy Spirit of God.E" 

This sentence clearly evinces, that when be spoke of philosophy justifying the heathen, he was far from 
any thought of its meriting for them, in the strict sense of the word, forgiveness of sins : he was speaking 
of inherent goodness, and that, he affirmed, philosophy gave them, so far as they may have really 
practised it, by the secret aid of GodEs good Spirit, and so far as they may have become, accordingly, 
conformed to GodEs image ; an idea which evidently applies to the Platonist alone, among heathen 
schools of morality. 

Such is, what has sometimes been called in scorn, the Platonism of the early Church ; the allegation 
implied in that name being about as correct, as if one should say, the sunEs light was borrowed from the 
reflection of the moon in the water. The passages have been adduced, not to prove the fact, for that is 
allowed on all hands ; but as putting strongly before the mind the sort of view, which the ecclesiastical 
writers were likely to take of those narratives of Holy Writ, which we may call, in one sense, painfully 
perplexing. We see that they could not consistently explain, them by any view, however enlarged, of 
expediency, a greater good resulting in the end ; they must either leave the several difficulties as they 
found them, or make them out in some way positively consistent with GodEs eternal law. 

(8.) We are far, however, from being left to antecedent probabilities on this head. St. Augustin, in his 
treatise against Faustus the Manichaean, has left us an elaborate statement of the principle on which, as 
he conceived, objections of the kind now in question are to be met, accompanied with many 
exemplifications. The Manichaeans, as, is well-known, affirmed the Old Testament to be the work of the 
Evil Principle ; and one of their main arguments was grounded on the distressing parts of the Old 
Testament history. Indeed, the similarity is wonderful between the blasphemies of Faustus as they are 
recited by St. Augustin, and those of many modern unbelievers : whether the replies of St. Augustin 
agree as well with those most in favour among modern vindicators of Scripture is another question ; of 
which more will be said presently. 

He addresses himself to the inquiry with all the religious care, which might be expected from his deep 
reverence and affection for the Bible : stating himself, in the outset, to have in view the case, not so 
much of the Manichaeans,Ewhose theology, as well as their moral conduct, proved that they could not 
adduce such objections in earnest,Eas of others, who, without any vain teaching of theirEs, found in 
themselves disturbing thoughts, on comparing the life of Prophets in the Old Testament with the life of 



the Apostles in the New. He sayslOO : 


"That we may not proceed rashly in our moral judgment of these matters, we shall do well first to 
consider, what is sin : then to look into the deeds of the Saints registered in the divine books, that if any 
instances we find even them to have sinned, we may ascertain, as diligently as we can, for what good 
end their sins also were set down, and committed to memory. Next, in whatsoever cases we find what 
appears sin to the foolish or ill-disposed, not being such, yet not having in it any obvious example of 
goodness : we shall have to consider for what cause these things found a place in those Scriptures, 
which our faith tells us were written for our [soulEs] health, to control us in this life, and obtain for us 
that which is to come. Lastly, whatsoever among the deeds of the Saints shine forth as lessons of 
righteousness, no man, even among the simple and ignorant, doubts the propriety of recording these. 
Of the two classes, then, there may be a question ; first, those which may seem to be recorded idly, not 
having any goodness found in them, not being sins ; secondly, those, the relation of which, may appear 
even pernicious, their sinfulness being undeniable, and they not unlikely to be drawn into precedent. In 
which latter kind again we may observe a further distinction. For some of these, actions are uncensured 
in the Scripture itself, and may, therefore, by some be imagined no sin at all; others are indeed reproved 
in the Bible, yet may be committed with an hope of easy pardon, being such as are found even in those 
holy men." 

(9.) A fairer or fuller statement of the case could hardly be given in the same number of words. Observe 
now how absolutely he lays down the doctrine of immutable morality, as the whereby to try the conduct 
of the Saints, no less than the ordinary conduct of ordinary men. He proceedslOl: 

"Sin is something done, said, or desired contrary to the eternal law. By the eternal law I mean the Divine 
reason or Will of God, commanding the preservation, forbidding the disturbance, of the natural order of 
things." 

Presently after he applies this standard to the cases enumerated by Faustus, such as the polygamy of 
Abraham and Jacob ; AbrahamEs conduct when with Sarah in Egypt; the histories of Lot, Judah, David, 
and others ; the sanguinary wars and executions of Moses. And how uncompromising his casuistry was, 
we may see in the treatise De Mendacio : where he denies the lawfulness of any kind of lie, even for the 
saving of a manEs life or soul, and maintains that all the cases alledged from the Old Testament in 
excuse or commendation of those who take such liberties, either had not the nature of lies, or are 
proposed as warnings, not as examples to mankind. 

Such being in general the strictness of the FathersE morality, it is nevertheless undeniable, that they 
treat the passages in questionESt. Augustin himself, the asserter of a rule so inflexible treats themEin a 
tone at which modern ears are apt to be startled : positively and unreservedly praising some things, 
which the men of this age either boldly censure, or condescendingly try to excuse, or at best shrink from 
discussing, as they would from the touch of a hot iron : and using much doubt and reserve in their 
censure of others, which to us are apt to seem clear and unquestionable cases of gross immorality. 

(10.) Now with regard to the former classEthe cases where the approbation of the Fathers is more 
positive than we should venture on,Eit perhaps will be found that they generally spoke from a strong 
impression (which might or might not be well-grounded in the particular case) that the person was 
acting by express command, or secret but sure inspiration, of Almighty God. The most signal instance of 
the kind is AbrahamEs sacrifice of his son : the command for which is too plainly set down in the Old 
Testament, and the praise of it in the New too marked and emphatical, to admit of its being, called in 
question by any believer; but it is not always felt how far the principle of it extendsEthat to it, as to the 



head of a class, may be referred very many of the passages which startle men, by representing GodEs 
favoured servants as acting with apparent cruelty and harshness. The Fathers deeply felt this : they felt 
that where God had plainly spoken, the justifications and arguments of men were out of Place : nor did 
they doubt His having means to make His own voice so clear to His servants, that they need not fear its 
coming from any Spirit but His. And therefore St.Augustin, defending GodEs people against the charge of 
wronging the Egyptians, felt that be had said enough for them, if he brought them under the same 
category with Abraham : i. e. if he showed that they as well as Abraham had an express command from 
God. And this the very Manichaeans must allow; for even Faustus, in general so unsparing, had dared not 
insert the sacrifice of Isaac in his charges against the Patriarchs ; probably because it would have been 
too offensive, so clear was the verdict of exceeding praise bestowed on that act in the New Testament. 
St. Augustin's reasoning is so wordedl02 :E 

"Some acts there are which the Eternal LordE has set before men as in a kind of middle station, so that, 
our taking them on ourselves would be justly blamed for presumption, but in fulfilling them, 
commanded, we earn the praise of obedience. So much difference does it make in the natural place and 
station of things not only who is acting, and what is done, but also under whose authority. Abraham, 
had he sacrificed his son of his own accord, what would he have shown himself, but fearfully profane 
and detestable? What, when he did so at GodEs bidding, but full of all faith and devotion?" 

(ElsewhereKB, in comparing AbrahamEs act with JephthaEs, he had made this the leading difference : 
that the one, being bidden, offered his son ; the other did what was forbidden by the law of Moses, and 
not enjoined on him by any special command.) E. 

"Wherefore, if in the slaughter of a son the voluntary act would be accursed, but the dutiful obeying 
GodEs voice not only unblameable but glorious; why, 0 Faustus, blamest thou Moses, for having spoiled 
the Egyptians? If thine anger is moved by the apparent disonesty, supposing the act human, let thy fear 
be also moved by the Divine authority of Him who enjoined it. Or, art thou prepared to blame God 
Himself for willing such things to be done? Then Eget thee behind me, Satan, for thou savourest not the 
things which be of God, but those which be of men.E" 

He proceeds to apply the same principle to the wars of Moses and Joshua, and the destruction of the 
Canaanitesl04E 

"The wars wrought by Moses we need not admire or shudder at, for in them he followed the Divine 
command it was not cruelty, but obedienceE.105 Why then rush we into daring reproaches, I would I 
could say, of men only, and not of God? What, if the ministers and dispensers of the Old Testament, 
who were also harbingers of the New, did their office by slaying sinners ; while those ministers of the 
New, being also expositors of the Old, did theirs by dying under the hands of sinners ? Yet both aid their 
office to GodEto Him who teaches that at divers but convenient seasons, from Him temporal goods 
must be sought, and for Him they are to be despised : by Him temporal chastisements are enjoined, and 
for Him they ought to be endured." 

So Theodoret, speaking of the slaughter of Agag by Samuell06 : "He slew him as Phinehas did Zimri: for 
whatever God commands is religious." And Cyril, with no less simplicity and pietyl07: 

"We ought unhesitatingly, attributing rectitude to the verdict pronounced in Heaven, to keep ourselves 
from all thoughts of cavil, and hasten to accomplish what is bidden, though it be something not very 
agreeable to our own understandings. E. g. Saul spared Agag :E.whereby he offends God, and that 
greatly ; for he dealt gently with him who was appointed to die ; his conduct being all one as if be bad 
proclaimed in so many words, that God had passed an unjust sentence on Agag. 



(11.) To many persons, reading their Bibles with unprejudiced and simple minds, it may seem as if on 
this point we were multiplying unnecessary quotations. "Obey my voice," is to them, and they feel that 
it must ever have been to GodEs Saints, all in all, without further inquiry. But it seemed desirable to give 
full expression to the patristical view of cases like that of AbrahamEs sacrifice, for the sake of comparing 
it with a notion which seems to find favour with many in our days. Antiquity was content, when once it 
discerned a plain injunction from above : but the restless ingenuity of this age will not permit us heartily 
to acquiesce in the praises even of such as Abraham, except under cover of a certain theory of 
accommodation. Human sacrifices, we are told, and particularly the sacrifice of children by their 
parents, were notoriously practised by the nations of Canaan : God had not yet declared His abhorrence 
of such sacrifices : they were practised in that time and country as the most solemn rite of religion : 
therefore, whatever AbrahamEs feelings might be, his conscience was not startled at the command to 
offer his sonEit was not yet an enlightened conscienceEit partook of the barbarity of his time and 
country : allow for that, and Christians may contemplate the sacrifice of Isaac with edification, but 
without such allowance it will be a stumbling-block. 

In like manner, the destruction of the Canaanites, the slaughter of the Midianitish women by Moses, of 
the Amalekites and Agag by Saul and Samuel, were not blameable in those times, because in those times 
"the laws of war, if so they may be called, were so thoroughly barbarous, that no amount of slaughter 
committed against enemies was likely to shock the feelings of any one." Samuel, in short, was a 
half-civilized person, and therefore might be justified in putting Agag to death, in obedience to the plain 
command of God ; but "to men in an advanced state of moral knowledge and feeling, the command to 
perpetrate such general slaughter would be so revolting, that they could not and ought not to think that 
God could possibly be the author of it." 

(12.) Now, not to dwell here, on the fact, that the iniquity of the Amorites, in, AbrahamEs time, was 
declared to be not yet full, and that the book of Deuteronomy seems to speak of their burning their sons 
and their daughters in the fire to their gods, as the crowning act of that iniquity; considerations which 
would seem to throw no small doubt on the statement that human sacrifices were usual in Canaan in 
AbrahamEs time; neither would that doubt at once be removed by the mention of such sacrifices as 
practised by the Moabites many generations after :Enot to insist on the remonstrance of Elisha, 
"Wouldest thou destroy those whom thou hast made captive by thy sword and by thy bow?" as an 
indication that the then received "laws of war" were not in all cases altogether so barbarous as the 
above argument requires :Eomitting for the present objections of the historical sort, and only just 
noticing the obvious remark, that the higher and gentler a personEs general tone of moral feeling, the 
less likely, one should think, would he be to be hurt and corrupted by a command to execute vengeance 
in some isolated case, however unsparingly ;Eon granting which, the whole speculation vanishes 
:Epassing over these and other considerations, the one thing now to be observed is, the striking contrast 
between the tone and manner of St. Augustin, and of the modern apology for the Bible : how 
completely the one mounts above, the other defers to, the natural cravings of a refined intellect after 
full satisfaction and explanation ; how fearlessly the one acquiesces in GodEs will, while the other would 
check us in such acquiescence, by philosophical calculations, of the result of such and such conduct on 
the tempers and character of the agent; how the one in short walks entirely by faith, the other requires 
more or less of intellectual sight. On that one distinction we might perhaps reasonably join issue, which 
of the two schools may be more safely followed, as a guide through the difficulties of Scripture. 

It will be said, perhaps, that the Fathers themselves have given their sanction to this principle of moral 
accommodation, pleading as they do for some of the Old Testament characters, the comparative 
imperfection of the light and strength which they enjoyed. But if we mark it well, we shall find this 
material difference between their accommodation, (if it may be so called,) and that which has been 



considered above,0that they never apply it to actions positively commanded or approved of God. It 
belongs either to characters, such as Rahab and the midwives of Egypt, who were on the whole praised 
and accepted, in spite of some immorality in the means they employed ; which immorality however was 
less in them than it would have been in us, on account of the greater imperfection of their knowledge 
:0or else it appertains to enactments or permissions, having in them more or less of a ritual and 
positiveEone might almost say, of a sacramentalEnature ; "the custom of that time, when the promise 
was veiled, as distinguishable from the custom of this time, when the promise is revealed," So writes St. 
Augustinl08, with a view especially to the domestic history of the Patriarchs. And perhaps ,we might 
refer to this head the whole subject of the law of marriage, both before and after the time of Moses, as 
compared with that which had existed in Paradise, and which our Saviour renewed in the Christian 
Church. 

Of this latter class St. Irenaeus is speaking, where, having quoted St. PaulEs permissive sentences in I Cor. 
vii he infersl09 : 

"If even in the New Testament we find the Apostles allowing some precepts on a principle of 
condescension, because of the incontinence of certain persons, lest such, becoming obdurate and 
altogether despairing of their salvation, fall entirely away from God ; it is no wonder, should the same 
God in the Old Testament also have willed something of the kind, alluring His people for their good by 
the aforesaid observances, whereby they might at least learn to keep the Ten Commandments, and feel 
them such a check as should prevent their turning to idolatry, and becoming apostates from God ; nay, 
and whereby they might learn to love Him with their whole heart." 

Thus Irenaeus, to explain how the Mosaical permission of divorce might harmonize with the purer 
Evangelical Law, coming in its season. It was matter of permission, as our Lord Himself hinted to the 
Pharisees when they pressed Him with it. For they having asked, did Moses command divorce?", He in 
His reply corrected the expression ; "Moses, because of the hardness of your hearts suffered" (not 
enjoined) "you to put away your wives: but from the beginning it was not so." 

(14.) For an illustration of the other kind of moral accommodation we may refer to St. Augustin, de 
MendaciollO. 

"Whereas it is written, that God dealt bountifully with the Hebrew midwives, and with Rahab, the harlot 
of Jericho ; that was not because of the falsehoods they uttered, but because of the kindness they 
showed to the people of God. It was not then their deceit which received a reward, but their good and 
dutiful affection. . . . For as it would not appear strange nor unreasonable, should God in consideration 
of their later good works be willing to forgive certain evil works formerly committed by them ; so neither 
is it any thing wonderful, if God ; at one time and in one transaction beholding both,0a deed of mercy 
and one of deceit,0did not only reward the one as good, but also with a view to that goodness did 
forgive the other which was evil... We may understand then that to those women, to the one in Egypt, 
to the other in Jericho, was rendered according to their humanity and mercy a reward, of this world 
indeed, but such as might also in prophetic shadow represent, unknown to themselves, something 
eternal. But whether at any time it be right to tell a lie, even for the sake of saving a man ; this being a 
question, the solution of which even the most learned find a weary task, was of course far beyond the 
compass of ordinary women, dwelling where they did, and with the tone of morals they were used to. 
Accordingly, this ignorance of theirs, as also their equal blindness in many other things, things which are 
reserved to be known by the children not of this world but of the next; this ignorance, I say, the long 
suffering of God endured.... As to Rahab, when she did that deed,0good and laudable, considering her 
state of life,0she was not yet such as that one should require of her, 0Let your conversation be, Yea, yea, 



Nay, nay.E But we, in our inquiries whether any kind of lie can ever suit a good man, have an eye to the 
case not of an Egyptian, not of one appertaining to Jericho or Babylon, nor of one who is still a denizen 
of the earthly Jerusalem, which is in bondage with her children ; but of a citizen of that city which is 
above, our mother eternal in the heavens," 

(15.) Hitherto those cases only have been considered, in which the approbation of Holy Writ is express ; 
let us now proceed to those which may seem to be left doubtful, being simply recorded with no clear 
precept or commendation. And here it will be obvious to the most cursory examiner, that amidst great 
individual diversity, the Fathers, as a body, in discussing such cases, almost always lean to the favourable 
side. They do so in a degree, which to persons with mere modern associations may often appear 
extravagant, sometimes even shocking. In this they might be suspected of merely indulging, perhaps 
unknown to themselves, the very natural wish of being always on the side, as it were of those whom 
they believed and knew for certain to be on GodEs side. One might be tempted to allow a good deal for 
such partiality, were it not that the Fathers have themselves explained, fully and frankly, the principles 
on which they so acted. Those principles are mainly two : the one, a hearty sense of the Communion of 
Saints, as a still subsisting bond of union between them and the Patriarchal and Mosaical ages ; the 
other (which shall be first exemplified) a deep and reverential sense of GodEs peculiar Presence and 
Interference through the whole of this history ; a trembling consciousness that they were near the 
invisible line which separates His agency from that of His rational creatures; which thought, wherever it 
becomes habitual, will necessarily make a religious man slow to censure, lest he be found blaming his 
MakerEs work unawares. This is the account of those passages of the Fathers, in which, considering the 
mystical meaning as undoubted, they seem to allege it as stopping the mouths of gainsayers. To do any 
thing like justice to their view, we must copy the acute reasoning of St. Augustin himselflll. 

"I lay down this first of all, that not only the tongues of those men, but their very lives also, were 
prophetical; that the whole kingdom of the Hebrews was as it were a great prophet, great because He is 
great who was the subject of the prophecy. Wherefore in regard of those among them, whose hearts 
were trained in the wisdom of God, we must look for prophecies of the Christ who should come, and of 
His Church, not only in what they said, but also in what they did ; in regard of other individuals, and of 
the whole nation collectively, the field of prophecy lies rather in what God did with them and for them. 
For all Ethese things,E as the Apostle says, Ewere our ensamples,E our types or figures. 

"And whereas the Manichaeans in certain actions, the depth of which they are far from comprehending, 
blame what they call the sensuality of the prophets ; this is no more than parallel to the reproaches 
which are cast by certain sacrilegious heathens on our Lord Himself, for folly, or rather for madness, in 
seeking fruit on a tree at an unseasonable time of year, or for a sort of childish simplicity, in stooping His 
head and writing, on the ground, and after His answer to certain questions beginning to do the same 
again. For why? they have no wisdom, no sense to perceive that in great souls certain excellences 
resemble certain blemishes in the mean and worthless ; there is some slight show, but no real fairness, 
in the comparison. And they who find such fault with the nobler sort are like untutored boys in school, 
who having learned for a great discovery that singular nouns require singular verbs, criticise the most 
skilful of Latin authors for the phrase, EPars in frusta secant.E EFor,E say they, Ehe should have written 
secat.E 

"On which one might perhaps without absurdity remark, that the verbal turns and figures of learned 
men are not further distant in their kind from the ungrammatical and barbarous phraseology of the 
ignorant, than are the figurative needs of the Prophets from the sensual enormities of bad men. By 
which rule, as a boy, who should plead VirgilEs figure by way of excuse for bad grammar, would be 
presently beaten with rods; so should any person guilty of adultery with his servant plead AbrahamEs 



example, who raised up seed of Hagar, good were it for that man to meet with some severer 
chastisement, and not be eternally punished with other adulterers. I grant that of these comparisons 
one side are the merest trifles, the other side truly great; neither does our analogy tend to such a thing 
as making a grammatical figure as important as a mystery, a solecism equally culpable with an act of 
adultery ; only, by proportion, in their several kinds, what skill and ignorance are in the virtues and vices 
(so to call them) of language, that, although in a widely different kind, are wisdom and folly in those 
moral virtues and vices." 

(16.) St. Irenaeus more briefly had taught the same doctrine long before, vindicating the harmony of the 
two Testaments against the Gnostics, who were in fact but an earlier development of the Manichaean 
school. He saysll2 : 

"The great Revealer is the Son of the Father, as being from the beginning with the Father. By Him 
accordingly prophetic visions, and differences of gifts. His own ministeries and the FatherEs glory, have 
been manifested to the race of man, in a certain train and regular system, at such time as was 
expedient. For where things follow each other in order, there is consistency and harmony ; and where is 
harmony, there each thing is suited to the time ; and where there is such suitableness, there is true 
expediency." 

This is the same principle as was before observed on in Augustin, that GodEs eternal law measures alike 
all dispensations, but that part of that law is a certain equitable consideration of circumstances ; and so 
far Irenaeus too admits a kind of accommodation or moral economy. He goes on : "For this cause the 
Word became Dispenser, Steward, Distributer of the FatherEs grace, according the needs of mankind, 
for whose sake He contrived so vast arrangements." He proceeds to explain, that one of these 
arrangements or providences was, for the prophets of old time, announcing as they did the future vision 
of Almighty God, to see Him, see both the Father and the Son, not properly, but: 

"so far as might practise and mould menEs thoughts to receive that glory, which is hereafter to be 
revealed to all who love God. For not by discourse alone did the Fathers prophesy, but by vision, and 
conversation, and acts which they wrought, after the suggestion of the Spirit. In this sense then they 
beheld the invisible God :... in this sense again they beheld the Son of God, who is Man, conversing with 
men;... and the several progressive portions of that work by which He sums up all, they partly beheld in 
vision, declared partly in words, and partly signified as in type by action ; with their eyes beholding what 
God would have seen, by their discourse proclaiming He would have heard, by their acts fulfilling what 
He would have done ; in all, as prophets delivering their message." 

(17.) The instance of revelation by action, which Irenaeus selects, is the marriage of the prophet Hosea, 
one of the cases on which the adversaries had taken occasion to speak reproachfullyll3. 

"Christ showed Himself to the prophets in their typical actions, so as by them to prefigure and show 
forth things to come. Thus the prophet Hosea took to him Ea wife of whoredoms;E by that act 
prophesying that the earth should commit great whoredom, departing from the Lord ; meaning the men 
who are on the earth ; and that out of such men God would be well pleased to take to Himself a Church, 
to be sanctified by participation of His Son, as she was sanctified by communion with the prophet." 

That which Scripture here affirms of the marriage of Hosea, viz., both its mystical purport, and its having 
been contracted by Divine order, the Fathers consider to be implied generally in the histories of the 
marriages of Prophets and Patriarchs ; and surely they had warrant for their opinion, in St. PaulEs 
commentary on the narrative concerning Abraham and Hagar, which is quoted by Origen (amongst 
others) for this argumentll4 : 



"That Scriptural histories of brides and handmaids should be referred to the mystical meaning, is no 
doctrine of ours, but received of wise teachers from the beginning ; one of whom thus expressed 
himself, awakening the hearerEs mind to the mystical sense, ETell me, ye that desire,®" &c., (quoting the 
whole passage:) and then be subjoins : "Whoever will take up the Epistle to the Galatians will know how 
the allegory is employed in what relates to the marriages [of the Patriarchs] and their unions with their 
handmaids ; not as though it were the purport of GodEs Word that we should imitate those who did so, 
in their external and bodily actions, but (as the disciples of Jesus use to call it) in their spiritual ones." 

(18.) These remarks of some of the most considerable Fathers may serve perhaps both to explain and 
vindicate the judgment of the ancient Church on certain parts of the sacred history. The result of their 
rule is, that whenever an action startling to our moral sense is recorded of any of the holy men of old, 
more especially, when it is accompanied with, circumstances which clearly as a Mystery or Sacrament of 
religion, (the term Sacrament is used as commonly applied in Antiquity,) in such instances, (Scripture 
being silent as to the moral nature of the action), we cannot be sure that it was not either expressly 
commanded, like the sacrifice of Abraham, or at least prompted by inspiration of the Holy Ghost. It 
becomes us therefore not to criticise, but to adore. 

This idea in various degrees pervades the reflections of the Fathers on the case of Rebecca and Jacob, 
coming by subtlety, and taking away what Esau supposed to be his blessing. One writer indeed, St. 
Gregory Nazianzen, has spoken of it in terms of censure. He having somewhere occasion to magnify the 
value a parentEs blessing, observes thatll5, "one of the elder saints thought it worth obtaining even by 
stealth, deceiving his father by meat and the contrivance of a hairy garment: he pursued a noble object 
by ignoble means." 

But besides St. Gregory, it does not appear that any of the early Christian writers hesitated to consider 
the transaction in the same light, wherein it is represented by St. Augustin in the following passagell6 : 

"That which Jacob did by direction of his mother, so to appear to deceive his father, if you consider 
diligently and faithfully, non est mendacium sed mysterium. Which sort of thing, if we term it a lie, by 
the same rule all parables and figures must be also accounted lies.... But if we are not prepared to call 
it lying, whensoever words, signifying one thing through another are employed to communicate any 
truth ; it is clear that not only what Jacob said and did to obtain his fatherEs blessing, but also the 
discourse of Joseph, whereby be seemed to beguile his brethren, and DavidEs feigning madness, and 
other things of that kind, ought to be acquitted of the guilt of lying, and rather to be esteemed prophetic 
words and actions, to be referred [exclusively] to the truths which we were meant to understand by 
them." 

He regards the whole as a sort of scenery, (if the expression may be reverently used) not only excusable 
but praiseworthy in Rebecca, as being undertaken on intimation GodEs will. 

St. Ambrose saysll7: 

"Rebecca for her part did not so much prefer one son to another, as the righteous to the unrighteous. 
For in the mind of that pious mother the mystery overweighed the tie of affection. She was not so much 
preferring Jacob to his brother, as offering him to the Lord, who, she knew, had power to preserve the 
gift presented unto him." 

This seems to mean that in consecrating Jacob to be the first born, she knowingly separated him from 
herself, and so made a great sacrifice. St. Ambrose adds: 



"Hereby, she provided also for Esau, withdrawing him as she did from the Divine displeasure, lest he 
should be involved in deeper guilt, by losing the grace of the benediction once received." 

These words mark strongly St. AmbroseEs sense of what should call the sacramental nature of the 
transaction. In substance, that view is sanctioned also by St. Chrysostom. He saysll8 : 

"Rebecca, did this not of her own mind, but in obedience to the divine oracle. What then? a man may 
say, did God co-operate with such a falsehood ? Nay, my brother, consider not simply what was done, 
but look to the purpose : that He did it not for any kind of worldly advantage, but sought to attract to 
himself his fatherEs blessing. If we are always to look simply to the deed done, and not in every case to 
we shall have for the next thing to regard also the end, we shall have for the next thing to call Abraham 
an infanticide, and Phinehas a murderer. But not so ... for each of them was accomplishing a Divine 
decree. ... Still more in this case your thoughts are not to dwell on the words of Jacob being formally a 
falsehood, but you are to understand that God, willing to bring His prediction to accomplishment, 
caused the whole so to take place by way of economy." 

So far St. Chrysostom, who proceeds to point out GodEs hand in many minute details of the transaction, 
such as IsaacEs doubts being overruled; the special circumstance of his kissing Jacob, and limiting the 
blessing to him whom be kissed, as by a kind of sacramental sign; and not returning from the field until 
the economy was complete. 

St. Chrysostom, we see, dwells chiefly on the marks of providential interference in the literal transaction 
: others have brought out in a strong light the allegorical force of the things then said and done, from 
hints given incidentally in other parts of the Bible. Thus St. Ambrosell9, not indulging, his own, fancy, 
but following the tradition of an elder age of the Church : as appears plainly by St. JeromeEs report of 
the commentary of Hippolytusl20 on this chapter of Genesis: 

"Jacob went to the flock, and brought for his father the offspring of innocency, or the gifts of sacred 
prophecy, because to the patriarch no food be knew could be more welcome than that Christ, who was 
led as a sheep to the slaughter, and as a lamb to the sacrifice....The robe which he wore Rebecca 
brought out, in her character as prefiguring the Church, and assigned to her younger son the robe of the 
Old Testament, the prophetical and sacerdotal robe, the royal robe of David, the robe of the kings, 
Solomon, Hezekiah, Josiah ; she brought out and gave it to the Christian people, which would know how 
to use the favour received. For the Jewish people had it without use, and knew not of their own rich 
apparel. This robe was lying in the dimness, cast away and neglected. For it was obscured by the dark 
gloom of irreligion, and in the narrow heart of the Jewish people it could not be spread out wider. 
ChristEs nation put it on and it shone forth ; illumined by the brightness of their faith and the light of 
their pious acts. Isaac recognised the order of his race, he knew the robe of the elder Scripture, but the 
voice of the elder people he did not recognise ; and thereby he gathered that there was change [of 
people.] For to this day the same robe remains, but a devouter nation hath arisen, and a confession 
clear and melodious ; well therefore said he, EThe voice is JacobEs voice, the hands are the hands of 
Esau.E" 

Augustinel21 adds the selection of the two kids ; "He bears the sins of others, and he bears them 
patiently, though they belong to others : for thus it is to wear the skins of the kids ; the kids being the 
scriptural symbol of the two sinful people ;" (and therefore one of the appointed sin offerings ;) "and 
Jacob wearing them to represent both Christ and His Church in that particular, the bearing of other 
menEs burthens." 

He dwells alsol22 much on JacobEs being declared just before to be a man without guile, 



"a p I a s t o z ; a significant expression leading one to infer that the subtlety so soon afterwards imputed 
to him was not subtlety in a bad sense : it was a figure of speech, as when Christ is called a Rock : it was 
no real fraud, as Jacob might truly say to his father, that for the purpose in question he was his elder son 
Esau ; for Esau had before made the agreement, sold his birthright, and put Jacob in his own place." 

Againl23, there is the conduct of Isaac, instead of being angry he trembled very exceedingly ; or as in 
the LXX. exesthekstasinmegalhnsfodra: which kind of extasy, commonly happening in the 
revelation of great things, we are to understand that God gave him warning in his spirit to confirm the 
blessing to his younger son, who otherwise should have incurred anger by deceiving his father. 

Againl24, he kissed Jacob before he blessed him, and not Esau : confirming peace to the one and not to 
the other. 

(19.) These are the kind of circumstances, which, to the FathersE view, betokened the special agency of 
the Most High in proceedings otherwise questionable, and which, as they thought, ought to turn 
censure into reverence. It will be seen that they are reducible to three heads ; first, approbation of 
analogous conduct in Scripture itself, such as Origen produces, in the case of Hagar; secondly, tokens of 
special providence in the particular transaction such as occurred to Chrysostom, in the history of Jacob ; 
thirdly, the use of known symbolical imagery, as marking intended adaptation to the Christian mysteries; 
which head, as we have seen, may be largely illustrated from Augustin and Ambrose on the same case. 

It may be added, that they regarded themselves as especially bound to notice everything of this kind,into 
be than commonly afraid to censure,Ein treating of the lives of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. On passing 
from their history to that of others, Augustin, it will be found, changes his tone, so far as to be less 
positive in his vindications where the Scripture is silent. The reason is implied in the sentence which 
forms the transitionl25. "Thus much concerning the three fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, whose 
God He willed Himself to be called, Who is our 

Whom the Catholic Church worships." The Church had from the beginning to regard them as the chosen 
representatives of the Head Christ Jesus, and of the Body, the Church. God was not ashamed to be 
called their God ; they were in a peculiar sense the types of His chosen, His saints ; it was wise, and safe, 
and dutiful, to hold them in especial reverence. With this viewl26, Irenaeus, e. g, has expounded the 
whole history of Jacob ; of that one among the three, whose right to such honour the disputers of this 
world would be most apt to question. 

(20.) In other cases, as might be expected, their scrupulousness and reverence were mainly in 
proportion to their sense of the mystical meaning. Thus where it is written of Noah, epienektouoi 
nou,kaiemequsqh,kaiegumnwqh,entvoikwautou, they had no thoughts other 
than those of deepest reverence, considering not only what is so obvious, that the whole was 
involuntary through ignorance on the PatriarchEs part, on which many of them argue Iargelyl27 ; but 
also that which St. Cyprian writes, not in the tone of the ingenious inventor, but of one who had 
received it from tradition ecclesiasticall28. 

"We find, in Genesis, in the Case of Noah, an image of our LordEs Passion : that he drank of the wine, 
that he was drunken ; that he was naked in his own house; that he lay with his limbs bare and extended 
; that the nakedness was pointed out by his second son, and reported abroad, but covered by the other 
two, the elder and the younger: and other particulars not to our present purpose." 

With the case of Lot and his daughters, as might be expected, they deal in a much more doubtful tone ; 
assigning as one reason the comparative imperfection of his character, and intimating a doubt (at least 




such is OrigenEs viewl29) whether this can be reckoned among those narratives which prefigure 
ChristEs sacred economy. At the same time they are exact in pointing out the probability (to which the 
air of the narrative certainly would lead us) that the women acted under the supposition of the whole 
world besides themselves and their father having been destroyed by the fire and brimstone. "They 
suspected," says 0rigenl30, "that some such thing had happened as they had heard of in the days of 
Noah, and they alone with their father were left for the renovation of the human race." 

(21.) This interpretation (in which many of the old writersl31 agree), while it shows that they, contrary 
to some peopleEs statements, used their common sense in applying to sacred history the ordinary 
distinctions and measures of right and wrong, exhibits also a clear instance of that other characteristic, 
which, as was before said, causes them in all their discussions to take the favourable side, to a degree 
which to many moderns has appeared extravagant :Etheir deep sense of the Communion of Saints, as a 
relation really subsisting between them and the Patriarchs and Prophets, and not merely as a figure of 
speech. It should seems as if this feeling were the natural growth of the other, viz., of the reverential 
consciousness of GodEs own immediate presence, over-ruling the PatriarchsE conduct in such a way, as 
to make the whole a series of links, binding the old dispensations to the new. Those who really 
contemplated the matter so, must have looked on Noah, Abraham, Jacob, and the rest, as sharers with 
them in the same Sacraments ; not only as spiritual Fathers by the example of their faith, but also (since 
ChristEs coming) as brethren in His grace. The duty therefore of lenity of supposition, the command to 
impute no evil, would hold in their case with peculiar force ; becoming as it did the more affecting, by 
the sense that it was demanded not for the living but for the dead ; and the more serious and awful, by 
the knowledge, that for ought they could tell, GodEs own hand and counsel might be more or less in the 
things which, they were blaming. 

(22.), For these reasons we find the Fathers, constantly even where the Mystical meaning was entirely 
concealed from them, or where they gave it no direct considerationEwe find them checking to the 
utmost all inclination to censure the holy men of old without express authority. The principle is laid 
down by Irenaeus, in words the more worthy of every believerEs attention, in that he utters them not as 
his own, but as the words of a certain Presbyter, who had heard them from the eye-witnesses and 
scholars of the Apostles. Irenaeus, having stated it as one of the marks of a sound teacher, that "he, 
expounds the Scriptures to us without peril, neither blaspheming God, nor dishonouring Patriarchs, nor 
despising Prophets," goes on to record the following, as an apostolical traditionl32 : "That for the old 
Fathers, concerning those things which they wrought without the counsel of the Spirit, that censure is 
sufficient which the Scripture itself contains. God is no respecter of persons :Eto things not done 
according to His will, He himself annexed that censure which was convenient." He instances at large in 
the cases of David and Solomon, concerning whom, he addsl33, "the aforesaid Presbyter affirmed that 
the rebuke of Holy Writ was sufficient; that no flesh might glory in the presence of the Lord." 

The next sentence, whatever some may think of the statement, contained in it, is at least a mark of the 
ancient ChurchEs anxiety to assert for the Patriarchs, as was just now observed, a part in the 
Communion of Saints. 

"For this cause, that ancient Presbyter went on to say, the Lord descended to the regions under the 
earth, declaring to them also the good tidings of His advent; remission of sins being appointed for them 
only who believe. Now those believed in Him, whosoever were hoping in Him, i.e. those who foretold 
His coming, and did the work of His mysterious providences, righteous men, and Prophets, and 
Patriarchs. Their sins He forgave as He did ours : which sins, therefore, it becomes us not any more to lay 
to their charge ; except we think scorn the grace of GodE.. For all men need the glory of God, and are 
justified not of themselves but by the coming of the Lord : those I mean who look steadily on His light. 



"He taught moreover that their acts were written for our reproof, that we might know this first, that 
there is one God, both ours and theirs, whom sins cannot please, though wrought by renowned persons. 
Next, we might keep ourselves from evil things. For if those elders who went before us in GodEs special 
graces, for whom the son of God had not yet suffered, were visited with such disgrace, if they 
transgressed in some one thing, and became slaves to fleshly concupiscence ; what shall this generation 
suffer, as many as have despised the coming of the Lord, and turned utter slaves to their own 
pleasures!®. EWe ought not then,® said that Presbyter, Eto be proud, nor to reproach the ancients, but 
ourselves to fear, lest haply after the knowledge of Christ, if we do any thing which pleases not God, we 
no longer have remission of our sins, but find ourselves shut out of His kingdom®" 

A little farther on he produces the authority of that same Presbyter for this sentimentl34 : 

"As on account of those sins which the Scriptures themselves lay to charge of the Patriarchs and 
Prophets, we are not to reproach them, nor become like Ham, who derided his fatherEs shame and fell 
under the curse ; but rather to thank God for them, that their sins were forgiven them in the coming of 
our Lord : even as they, he said, give thanks, and are glorified in our salvation :ESo concerning those 
deeds which the Scriptures, reprove not at all, but simply relate them, we ought not, he said, to become 
accusers, (for we are not more exact, than God, neither can we be above our Master) but we ought to 
look out, for the spiritual meaning. For whatsoever things are set down in the Scriptures without 
censure, not one of them is idly set down, nor without meaning." 

And thenl35 he gives the example of Lot and his daughters, adopting (it is not Irenaeus, observe, but the 
apostolical Presbyter) that interpretation which Origen, as we have seen, doubted of as too favourable. 
A thing much to be remarked by those, who think little of the Mystical method, as supposing it a, 
figment of Platonism, or a contrivance of a later school in the Church. 

A signal example of the mildness above inculcated had been given by the same Irenaeus a little 
beforel36, in arguing against Tatian, who denied the possibility of AdamEs salvation. He contrasts 
AdamEs proceedings even after his fall with those of the Evil Spirit, and says, 

"It was another who seduced him under pretence of immortality : and being seduced, he presently 
fears, and hides himself ; not as though he could escape God, but in his confusion, because having 
transgressed His command,, he is unworthy to come to the sight or speech of God. Now the fear of the 
Lord is the beginning of understanding : the understanding of sin causes penitence : and to the penitent 
God vouchsafes His mercy. Moreover, by his girdle or apron he manifested his penitence in the way of 
significant action : .... as though he had said, EBy disobedience I have lost that robe of holiness which I 
had from the Holy Spirit : I now aknowledge that I deserve that sort of vesture, which can give no 
pleasure, but galls and vexes the body.® And this dress evidently he would always have worn, humbling 
himself, had not God who is merciful clothed them with coats of skins instead of the fig leaves." 

Another case very much in point is their view of the conduct of Abraham in Egypt, making known Sarah 
as his sister, not as his wife : it was no falsehood, as he himself explained afterwards, and, that there 
was in it no unfaithful timidity, Augustinl37 argues on this ground that: 

"it is a sound precept, when a man has any resource, not to tempt the Lord his God : and that our 
Saviour Himself set an example to that purpose, both by flying into Egypt in his childhood, and by going 
up to a certain feast not openly but as it were in secret.... So Abraham among strangers, because of the 
exceeding, beauty of Sarah finding himself in a double danger, both of her honour and her husbandEs 
life, and not being able to protect both, but having it in his power to do something for one of the two, 
i.e. his own life; that he might not, tempt his God, he took what precaution he could; and where he 




could do nothing, that cause he committed to his God." 


One may observe in passing, that the suspicion of any particular want of faith in Abraham on that 
occasion is greatly lessened by what he afterwards told Abimelechl38 : that the concealment of his 
marriage was not a measure to which they were driven by the present alarm, but one which they had 
constantly used by way of precaution since they first set out on their pilgrimage. 

(23.) Elsewhere the rule of favourable construction is applied, where the act is allowed to he censurable, 
with a view to mitigation, not entire acquittal. Thus Aaron is conjectured by Augustinl39 to have 
proposed to the Israelites the breaking off their earrings, with a view to withdraw them by the hardness 
of the command from their idolatrous intention. Thus Theodoretl40, relating the oversight of Moses in 
striking the rock, insists carefully on the many circumstances which might seem according to human 
measures to render an expression of impatience for the moment completely venial. 

"They (Moses and Aaron) being out of heart at their sisterEs death, the people set on them, mutinying 
for want of water ; they, therefore, impatient at such extreme unruliness, used words of equivocal 
meaning on bringing out the water, EMust we fetch you water out of this rock ?E in a tone as if he 
doubted, so great was his wrath with them. It was, however, a doubt not of the soul but of the lips only : 
for so the Greek Bible expresses it, d i e s t e i I e n , he made a distinction, or hesitated, with his lips." 

Theodoret adds: "However, we must not forget that God pronounced this sentence (of exclusion from 
the promised land) with a view to another dispensation which He was carrying on." Here we see plainly 
the studious apologist: yet who can deny that the tone is right and scriptural? 

(24.) The same lenity of supposition is sometimes extended to the conduct of persons, concerning 
whose general character Scripture is either silent, or at first sight might appear condemnatory. Thus of 
Rachel stealing her fatherEs images, Theodoret writesl41: 

"Some say, Rachel stole them out of an affection she still entertained for them ; I, quite on the contrary, 
suppose that, desiring to free her father from superstition, she did, as it were, make prize of them : for 
of her general piety we are certified by the divine Scripture." 

Having confirmed this by several texts, he proceeds to suggest a prophetic meaning. 

"Jacob was a type of the. Lord of all : for, as God had two peoples,Ethe elder, having a veil upon its 
heart, the younger, endowed with the beauty of faith ; even so Jacob, two wives, Leah, tender eyed, 
Rachel, beautiful and well-favoured ; the elder with many children, the younger barren : for the Church 
also of the Gentiles of old was barren, but became afterwards very fruitful. E. Since then, the Church, 
upon faith in God our Saviour, pulled up by the roots the error of her forefathers, Rachel, being a type of 
that Church, stole the idols of her father, that herein also she might offer a dim shadow of the truth." 

Here one is tempted to remark, how much we may lose by the cold, and dry way, in which we are apt to 
read the sacred history, as mere matter of criticism, historical, or moral, contrasted with the high and 
thrilling views, wherewith the ecclesiastical rules of interpretation reward those who fairly adopt them. 

Other instances of the like lenity, applied even to persons more clearly in the wrong, may be found in 
Theodoretl42 on the histories of Thamar, the daughter-in-law of Judah, and of the Bethell43 Prophet, 
whose advice caused the death of the messenger sent to Jeroboam. 

(25.) A fortiori, one should expect the like mildness in the comments of Antiquity on the New 
Testament. One instance may be here given, because it relates to a matter which is and has been much 



misinterpreted: St. PaulEs condescension in the matter of certain Jewish observances. St. Augustin 
exclaimsl44: 

" God forbid that we should account him to have done this deceitfully. For on this subject his sentence is 
well known ; that neither such Jews as then believed in Christ should be forbidden the traditions of their 
fathers, nor the Gentiles, on becoming Christians, be forced to observe the same : lest on the one hand 
those holy mysteries, which were known to rest on the Divine command, should come to be shunned as 
profanations,Eon the other, to be accounted necessary to salvation for all who turned to God under the 

New Testament.St. PaulEs saying, therefore, El am made all things to all men,E tells us what he did 

in the way of sympathy, not in the way of deceitful accommodation.He is made as a Jew to the 

Jews, not by deceiving them, but by putting himself, in thought, in their place and mind." 

(26.) Thus far by way of illustration of the two chief principles, by which antiquity seems to have been 
guided, in commenting on the startling and painful portions of the history of GodEs ancient people. One 
more general observation remains : it is a negative statement, and requires a much larger induction than 
at present it professes to rest upon ; but it is submitted to the judgment of those who are really versed 
in ancient theology, Whether the Fathers do in any case plead the Mystical meaning of a transaction as 
any excuse for it, granting it indeed immoral. The Mystery comes in, to show that GodEs hand was in 
what took place, and often, among other circumstances, may lead to the supposition of an express 
command from God, and so may indirectly tend to do away with the immorality : but the whole tone of 
their commentaries indicates, and sometimes they expressly disavow, any thought of palliating guilt by 
the simple fact of the action being afterwards found typical. Thus St. Augustinl45, examining in order 
the cavils of the Manichaeans, against one narrative after another, premises in every case his literal 
defence or explanation, before be touches the sacramental or mysterious meaning. Thus Theodoretl46, 
although as firmly as any one adhering to the mystical mode of exposition, advances in mitigation those 
circumstances only, which may be gathered from the letter, in such histories as those of Noah, Lot, and 
Thamar. Thus even St. Ambrose, who seems to have been most passionately carried away by his 
admiration of the elder saints, and most afraid to exercise any judgment of his own upon their 
conductEand who in his second Apology for David, to which may be added some expressions about the 
incest of Judah, comes, perhaps, as near as any writer to a questionable plea from the mystical 
interpretation, as though it in some degree palliated the sin,Eeven he, we shall find, does not enter on 
the consideration of the Mystery at all, before he has used considerations drawn from the literal history 
to adjust the degree of censure required by the casel47. 

(27.) If we pass from these indications of caution, to express disavowals by the Fathers of immoral use of 
the mystical principle, we meet with one in St. Ambrose himselfl48, remarking on the conduct of Aaron, 
in assisting the Israelites to make an idol. 

"That renowned High Priest we can neither acquit, nor yet dare we altogether condemn him. However, 
he was not without a special meaning in taking away the rings and jewels of the Jews ; for they who 
were plotting sacrilege could not have the seal of faith." 

Thus St. Ambrose : and his scholar St. Augustin repeats the same caution many times. For examplel49 : 

"The conduct of Lot and his daughters we do not justify, on the ground of its having had a meaning, 
whereby it foretold the perverseness of some in future times. Their purpose in so acting was one, GodEs 
purpose in permitting such actions, with a view to certain typical instruction, another; His just judgment 
abiding the while on the sin of the persons then living, and His providence watchfully securing the 
mystical representation of others to come long after. The deed then related in Holy Scripture is a 





prophecy considered in their conduct who performed it, it is a crime." 


Again, in speaking, of the incest of the patriarch Judah: the truth of the spiritual meaning, he says, and 
the criminality of the act, may well stand togetherl50. 

"The conduct of Judah, in regard of his unbridled passion, was evil, but without his knowledge it 
presignified an exceeding good : and let this caution stand for all other evil deeds of men, whereby He 
who records their history hath seen fit to prophesy good to us." 

(28.) It is not of course pretended that the Fathers acted in all cases up to their own rule : so many of 
them, writing so miscellaneously, all of like passions with us. But it is believed that the rules above 
illustrated will go a good way towards explaining the difference between their theology and ours, in 
what may be called the casuistry of the historical Scriptures. And we, perhaps, should read Bible history 
to more advantage, if we tried to keep the same principles in view ; the principle, namely, of reverencing 
throughout the mysterious connexion of that history, even the most startling portions of it, with the 
Economy of our Salvation by the Son of God: and the principle of entire respect for the Saints of the Old 
Covenant fearing to censure them where Scripture is silent ; welcoming all reasonable topics of 
mitigation even where they are clearly blameable; never rudely sitting in judgment on them, but looking 
up to them as to elder brethren, who might of course err, but whom it is no part of ours to reprove, 
feeling as we must in every part of their history, read by the light of Christian faith, that we are even 
now with them in the more immediate presence of our common Lord and Father. 

It may be, that thus our notions may remain unsettled, on many actions recorded in the Bible ; of which 
we would gladly know what to think, both for our own and other menEs satisfaction. What then? it is 
one of the tokens of true theology, to acknowledge doubtfulness and perplexity, more or less, in every 
subject. A religious man would not think himself at liberty to question GodEs moral government, 
because of the embarrassment continually occasioned by the inconsistencies of the good, and the 
general difficulty of discerning menEs real character ; how then dare any one positively insist on full 
satisfaction in his view of the conduct of GodEs Saints? As it is, the doubtfulness of many things has this 
advantage, sufficient to outweigh much annoyance ; that it lessens the apparent difference between the 
scenes of Scripture and common life ; lessens the temptation to forget how near God is to us; helps us 
to feel our true condition, as full of supernatural wonders, could we but realize them, as ever was and 
patriarchs of old. 

Moreover, the habit of thus considering Scripture will prove in some respects an important doctrinal 
safeguard. The Saints (be it spoken with all reverence) were types of the Almighty ; their conduct in 
many respects analogous to His economies ; and if we use ourselves to speak or think of them hastily 
and irreverently, the transition will be found less violent than some might imagine, to irreverent ways of 
speaking and thinking of Him. Those who can bring themselves to talk superciliously, and judge by mere 
modern measures, of the conduct of Abraham or Jacob, or of the destruction of the Canaanites, are 
perhaps in a way to question the reality of the Atonement, or the eternity of the wrath to come. 

Lastly, the same considerations may prove available, in some material parts of discipline, devotional and 
moral ;Eteaching us to acquiesce with things which we cannot account for, in the conduct of those who 
are more experienced, in GodEs service than ourselves, and especially assisting us to recognize the 
overruling Arm, even in the worst excesses and perversions of men, and to take all tranquilly, knowing 
from whom it comes. 

The subject which will naturally come next in order, is the FathersE application of the Mystical Principle 
to the exposition of the New Testament. 



§ v.EAncient Mysticism as applied to the Interpretation of New Testament. 


The object of this section is, allowing the fact, that the ancient interpreters did apply the mystical 
principle very largely to the New Testament, to point out some of the rules by which they conducted 
that process, the limits within which they confined it, and the good purposes, which, under such rules 
and limits it was calculated to answer. 

But the very mention of mystical interpretation, as applied the Christian Scriptures, suggests in limine a 
plausible objection, which it may be as well to anticipate in some measure, before proceeding any 
further. It may and will be said, "Whatever one may think of the degree and manner in which they 
allegorized the Old Testament, all must allow that to a certain extent they were borne out by Scripture 
in so doing. But to allegorize the New Testament at all, what is it but turning the substance into a 
shadow, and by consequence unsettling the very foundations of the religion ?" Those accordingly, who 
wish to be very severe upon the Fathers, have thought proper, in treating of this head, to make mention 
of the wild and cloudy dreams of the early Quakersl51, and other modern enthusiasts ; as if the two 
things admitted some kind of comparison. 

Again, taking another point of view, it may be argued that such a line of interpretation coincides too 
nearly with that which St. Paul so earnestly deprecates in the Epistle to the Galatians. This, it may be 
said, is the very essence of the Law, that it had but a shadow of good things to come. By allegorizing the 
Gospel, you are so far making it also a shadow ; and what is but going back to the Law, and incurring at 
once all the anathemas which the zealous Apostle pronounces on all such disturbers of Christian 
perfection 

This way of objecting would be as just as it sounds plausible, if either the truth of the New Testament 
history, or what we may call the completeness of the dispensation, were impugned by the mystical 
interpretations current in antiquity. But such is by no means the case. As to the truth of the history ; 
something was said in a former section, to shew that even Origen and his followers who are most 
censurable on that head, never thought of denying or doubting the main facts ; and that even where 
they speak most freely of minor details, as though the apparent discrepancies of the evangelical 
narrative could only be reconciled by supposing an admixture of allegory, it is not so much real 
contradiction, which they impute to the sacred historians, as an appearance of contradiction, which they 
assume to be intended and providential. 

Again, as to the other point, of completeness ; the danger of sweeping negatives is proverbial, yet I 
suppose one might safely challenge the production from any orthodox writer, or from any of the school 
of Origen who had not been condemned as a heretic, of a single passage, tending to make out the 
Gospel scheme imperfect, in the sense here alleged,EJudaically imperfectEa shadow and forerunner of 
better things to come even on this earth ; or as any other than the last and best of GodEs appointed 
ways of preparing His banished for restoration. Those blasphemies were reserved for such as Manes and 
Mahomet, and for that kind of infidelity, so current in our days, which allowing that the Gospel was well 
enough in its time, expects more however, in this and in coming generations, from the spirit of the age, 
than from the Spirit of the Church. We do not find even OrigenEs licentious disciples who incurred 
Church censures in the fifth general council, stigmatized with any opinion of the kind. 

History then does not warrant our attributing either of the supposed ill tendencies to the mystical way 
of expounding the New Testament ; and a little consideration will show that in reason and argument 
they are quite separable from it: as will be presently evident, on proceeding to inquire calmly, what this 
Mysticism, which has such an ill name, really amounts to ; and on what great principles it is grounded. 



(2.) The nature and amount of it may be best understood, by producing a few examples ; which will 
serve also incidentally to shew, how early it prevailed in the Church of God, and by what high authorities 
it was undoubtingly sanctioned. Hear, for instance, St. Clement of Alexandria, descanting on the 
circumstances of the parable of the Good Samaritan. "Which of the three," says our Lord, "was 
neighbour to the sufferer?" The other answering, "He that showed mercy on him;" Says Clementl52 : 

"Who then is our neighbour, rather than the Saviour Himself ? To whom, rather than to Him, are we 
indebted for pity, all but slaughtered as we were by the rulers of darkness of this world, with so many 
wounds, with fears, desires, angers, griefs, deceits, pleasures ? Of all these wounds the only healer is 
Jesus, cutting out entirely every passion by the roots, not as the Law did, the produce merely, the fruits 
of the pernicious plants, but laying His own axe to the roots of iniquity. This is He who pours the wine, 
the blood of the vine of David, into our wounded souls ; who from the tender mercies of the Father 
brings oil, and that in abundance : this is He who makes known to us the indissoluble bands of health 
and salvation ; charity, faith, hope ; this is He who hath enjoined angels and authorities and powers to 
minister to us for a great reward : i. e. for the deliverance which themselves also shall receive from the 
vanity of the world at the revelation of the glory of the Sons of God." 

Besides the main lesson or moral of the parable, he assumes it to be full of designed allusions (and 
surely as he exhibits them they are very beautiful allusions) to the mystery of the Gospel, the process of 
our salvation by Christ. Neither would it be safe to attribute this to the play of ClementEs own 
imagination, or to the manner of the Alexandrian school. For we find the same turn given to the parable 
by Irenaeus, a far graver and less diffuse writer, and trained in a remote part of the Church, where there 
is no cause to believe that the writings of Philo or other Jewish mystics had any particular influence. 
Irenaeus, the disciple of'Polycarp, argues thus on a circumstance of this parablel53. 

"The dew of God [the Holy Ghost] is necessary to us, that we be not scorched nor made unfruitful, and 
that where we have an accuser, there also we may have an advocate [Paracletum] : For the Lord 
commends to the Holy Ghost that man of His who had fallen among thieves, whom Himself pitied, and 
bound up his wounds ; him Christ commends to the care of the Holy Spirit, giving two pence, of royal 
coinage : in order, that we, who receive by the Spirit the image and inscription of the Father and the 
Son, may improve the penny committed to us, accounting for it with manifold increase to our Lord." 

It will be perceived that Irenaeus is even more express than Clement in sanctioning the allegorical 
exposition of this parable. ClementEs language might be accounted for, by supposing him merely to be 
indulging in a vein of half poetical allusion ; but Irenaeus produces his exposition as a theological 
argument against an error of the Gnostics ; a part of whose creed was that the Aeon Christ descended 
on the Man Jesus at His Baptism. In opposition to which, St. Irenaeus, maintaining, of course, that it was 
the Holy Spirit which so descended, proceeds to show by many scriptural arguments, how comfortable 
that circumstance was to the office assigned to the Comforter in the economy of salvation : e. g. to His 
regenerating influence in Baptism ; to the miracle of Pentecost, as fulfilling the promise of our Lord ; to 
the images of water, and dew, under which He is repeatedly described ; and, for his last instance he 
adduces, as we have seen, the circumstance of the good Samaritan on his departure committing the 
rescued traveller to anotherEs care, until Himself should return ; this Irenaeus brings forward as a known 
and acknowledged type or the office of the Holy Ghost, so well known and acknowledged, as to warrant 
him in reasoning from it to the interpretation of disputed passages. 

So early, and in such high quarters, do we find warrant for considering our LordEs parables, with a view 
not only to the immediate moral of each, but also to certain hints of things future or supernatural, which 
even their minute details are supposed to convey ; which is one considerable branch of New Testament 



Mysticism. 


(3.) Another, and a yet more extensive one, relates not to His words, but to His conduct. It consists in 
tracing through details, apparently indifferent, of what befel our Divine Master on earth, providential 
illustrations of His dealings with His people, or of their future fortunes, trials, and behaviour. To take an 
instance, which occurs not seldom, and is met with very early : the minute enumeration, varying in the 
different Evangelists, of the circumstances attending His last entry into Jerusalem. Justin Martyr, in his 
dialogue with Tryphon, writes thus of a part of the dying prophecy of Jacobl54. 

"The expression, Ebinding his foul, to the vine, and his assEs colt to the choice vine,® was a foreshowing 
of the works wrought in His first coming, and of the Gentiles also, who were to believe in Him. For these 
as a foal that had never borne a burden, nor taken any yoke upon his neck, until such time as this our 
Christ came, and sent His disciples, and made them followers of His own. Then they submitted to the 
yoke of His word, and bowed their backs to endure all things, for the blessingEs sake which they waited 
for, and which he had foretold. And in fact, there was a certain she-ass with her colt, bound at the 
entrance of a certain village by name Bethphage, which our Lord Jesus Christ, on the point of entering 
Jerusalem, commanded His disciples to bring to Him and sitting thereon, He made His entry into the city. 
Which being notoriously done by Him, according to what had been prophesied of the future doings of 
Christ, made it evident that He was the Christ.. . . But as to the circumstance, that the Prophetic Spirit 
agrees with the Patriarch Jacob, in mentioning the ass before accustomed to the yoke, as well as her 
colt,... as also that He Himself enjoined His disciples, as I said before, to bring both animals ; these things 
were a prophetic intimation to those also of your synagogue, who should concur with certain of the 
Gentiles in believing on Him. For as the colt unharnessed was a sign to those of the Gentiles, so also to 
those of your people the she-ass under her burthen. For the law given you by the Prophets is as a 
burthen laid on you." 

(4.) The same interpretation is mentioned by Origen ; accompanying it however, as his manner is, with a 
conjecture of his own, which on the whole he seems to prefer. He writesl55 : 

"I know that some have interpreted the ass tied, to be the believers of the Circumcision, released from 
many bonds by those who truly and spiritually had become disciples of the Word. The colt, on the other 
hand, they expound to be the Gentile believers, who were at large before they received the doctrine of 
Jesus, and who in respect of their unbridled and self-pleasing ways, might be regarded as having shaken 
off every yoke. These expounders have omitted the circumstance of the multitude going before and 
following. However, one might perhaps, with some plausibility, make the former answer to Moses and 
the prophets, the latter to the Holy Apostles, entering all together into some mystical Jerusalem 

The meaning of which he next proceeds to point out. 

The whole passage may serve as an instructive specimen of the difference between Origen and the 
generality of the Fathers. The exposition which he produces as second best, is evidently that in which 
the Church commonly acquiesced ; as may further appear from the sanction afterwards given to it both 
by Ambrose and AugustinEAmbrose thus expressing himselfl56. "Well is it written, Eon which never 
man sate ;E since none ever before Christ ever called the Gentile nations into the Church." Augustin 
again, speaking as of an allowed pointl57 : 

"By the assEs colt on which never man had sat, we understand the people of the Gentiles, who had not 
received the law of the Lord. By the she-ass, (since both beasts were brought to the Lord) that portion of 
His congregation which came from the people of Israel ; not altogether untamed, but such as to have 
known her 



master's crib." 


But Origen, not contented with this prophetical interpretation the event in question, states also as 
possible, and recommends as on the whole preferable, the following moral interpretation of same : 
which however he advances (it is but justice to him to remark it) with expressions denoting unaffected 
reverence and modestyl58. He conjectures: 

"Jesus is the Word of God, entering into the soul, here called Jerusalem, borne on the she-ass which His 
disciples had loosed from her bonds : i. e. on the uncorrupt writings of the Old Testament expounded by 
the disciples, whose business it is to solve them, and who are two in number : i. e. the two kinds of 
mystical interpretation, moral and the prophetical : the one referring all things that are written to the 
healing of the soul, and with that view allegorizing them ; the other exhibiting the good and true things 
to come, through those set before us in shadow. But He rides also the young colt, the New Testament; 
(for in both we may the word of truth,) to purify us, and expel those thoughts which buy and sell within 
us. And into Jerusalem, the soul, He enters not alone, nor yet with some few only; for many things must 
take place in us to go before the Word of God, which protects us, and very many to follow Him ; all 
however hymning and praising Him, and spreading under Him their own array and vesture, that those 
which are His vehicles may not touch the earth, while He deigns to abide on them, who came down 
from Heaven." 

Such is OrigenEs descant on this part of our LordEs history : into which he was probably led, as was 
before hinted, by his wish to preserve as much as might be of the moral mysticism of Philo and others, 
in addition, not in preference, to the kind of allegory more properly Christian. Whatever may be thought 
of the general principle, it will perhaps be allowed, that in this instance it is beautifully applied, and may 
remind us of one of the Advent Hymns of Bishop Taylorl59. 

(5.) The arguments too are not contemptible by which Origen in the first instance vindicates the looking 
out for some mystical meaning in this passagel60. 

"I should like to ask those who think that nothing beyond the literal history was in St. MatthewEs mind 
when writing his Gospel, what was the urgent necessity of sending the two disciples into the village over 
against Bethphage, to find and loose the ass tied and the colt with her, and bring them to Jesus. What 
was there especially worth recording in the fact that our Lord sat on the ass and colt, and so entered 
into the city ? ... If the prophecy of Zechariah merely predict the outward and bodily event as narrated 
by the evangelists, let us see how those who stay themselves on the letter keep entire the connecting 
thread of the prophecy ; what they make of the passage immediately following, about cutting off the 
chariot from Ephraim and the horse from Jerusalem, &c. (an argument, [he adds] wherewith the Jews 
press us not slightly.)... They cannot say that the two animals were needed on account of the length of 
the way, that being only fifteen furlongs. . . . Nor do I suppose that it suits well with the majesty of the 
SonEs Divinity, to say that so great a Being avowed Himself to have need of an ass tied and a colt with 
her." 

There are other particulars which he mentions : but these may suffice for a specimen of the kind of 
criticism, by which the allegorical method was supported, when it began to be called in question : which 
does not appear to have been until OrigenEs time ; the attack being most likely provoked by his 
incautious use of it. Certainly there seems to be a good deal of weight in such points of detail as he here 
alleges, not so much in behalf of his particular interpretation, as in establishing the general fact, that 
some spiritual meaning lies hid in these things ; and if in them, then by parity of reasoning in other 
narratives, the particulars of which are (speaking humanly) as unaccountable as in this instance. 



(6.) It may be worth while to add on this head one passage from Tertullian, as a striking example of the 
manner, in which those primitive readers of the New Testament caught up things which we esteem 
casual and transient, and improved them to spiritual purposes. He is showing how full Scripture is of 
allusions to the doctrine of Salvation by Water, and thus he sums up the incidental evidence of the 
Gospel history on that subjectl61. 

"Christ is found never without Water; since Himself also is baptized in Water. It is by Water, at a 
marriage feast, that He makes what may be called the first inaugural essay of His power. In His discourse 
He invites the thirsty to that Water which is His, and eternal. Teaching of charity, He selects among 
works of kindness for special approbation, a cup of Water offered to a brother. It is by a Well that He 
recruits His strength ; He walks on the Water, as though of set purpose ; He [repeatedly] passes the Lake 
; He ministers Water to His disciples ; nay. His testimony concerning baptism lasts even to His passion ; 
when He is surrendered to crucifixion, Water comes inEwitness the hands of Pilate ; when He is 
wounded, Water bursts from His sideEwitness the spear of the soldier." 

(7.) To this head belong the many spiritual allusions, which the ancient commentators seem to 
themselves to find, in the Names of places and persons, throughout our LordEs history. The prin- ciple 
on which they proceeded is laid clown in a fragment of St. Clement of Alexandrial62. 

"When we are accurately searching the Scriptures, since it is acknowledged that they are written in 
parables, we ought by the names to trace out those notions of the things, which were so to speak, in the 
mind of the Holy Ghost, and which He there teacheth, having stamped His own meaning on the words." 

And for this they seemed to find warrant, not only in the speculations of Pythagoras, (whom Clement 
quotes in illustration of his maxim,) and in the natural forebodings of mankind in general, as expressed 
in a well-known and very noble stanza of Aeschylusl63 ; but also still more in the history of the Old 
Testament, abounding as it does with names, both of persons and places, imposed (if one may so speak) 
sacramentally ; i. e. by way of token from the Most High of some future event, or hidden purpose. It 
probably seemed to Origen and those who followed him, but an extension of the same rule of 
interpretation, when they took pains (e. g.) to ascertain the Hebrew meaning of the names of the 
Baptist and his parents. He saysl64 : 

"It may be profitable, as in many cases the true force of names is worth knowing, so in this place to 
consider the meaning of the names John and Zacharias : for as though it were a matter of no small 
consequence, at the time of naming him there was a providential interference." 

Then he proceeds to explain the three names : 

"John, i. e. grace from God, was born of Zacharias, i. e. the remembrance of God, according to the oath 
of our God, which is denoted by the name Elisabeth 

the three names together teaching that divine grace is the result of GodEs covenant blessing manEs 
pious endeavours. 

(8.) This example relates to persons : it may be well to give another which relates to this names of 
places. Origen had noticed a various reading of the name Bethabara, where John was bap- tizing ; some 
copies write Bethania or Bethany, but Origen shews that this is geographically impossible, and follows 
up his argument, by remarkingl65 : 

"The interpretation of the name [Bethabara] suits the baptism of one who was making ready a people 



prepared for the Lord ; for being translated it is, EThe House of Preparation :E whereas Bethany means, 
EThe House of Obedience.E For where else did it become him to baptize, who was sent as a messenger 
to prepare ChristEs way before Him, than in the House of Preparation ? and what more suitable 
birthplace than the House of Obedience, for Mary, who chose the good part which could not be taken 
away from her ? for Martha, who was cumbered about waiting on Jesus ? and for their brother, who 
was called Friend by the Saviour ? He therefore who wishes to understand the Holy Writings without 
omission must not despise minute attention to names." 

Here, it will be perceived, be assumes his rule so entirely, as to think it of some consequence in settling 
the preference among various readings of the name of a place. And so just afterl66, among other 
reasons for reading Gergesa instead of Gerasa or Gadara, as the scene of the miracle of the evil spirits 
and the herd of swine : He says : 

"The interpretation of Gergesa is, Ethe abode of those who did cast out ;E perhaps named, by a 
prophetical instinct, from the way in which the Saviour was treated by those who besought Him to 
depart out of their coasts." 

The like interpretations abound in St. Jerome, an author little likely to be biassed in their favour by the 
example of Origen, but qualified for them as Origen was, by his knowledge of the Hebrew, the want of 
which is probably the reason of their occurring less frequently, if ever, in Ambrose and Augustin. One 
might specify in particular the elegant way in which he has introduced more than one of them in the 
letter to Eustochium, which contains the itinerary of her mother Paula. He represents Paula addressing 
Bethlehem as followsl67 : 

"Hail, Bethlehem, the House of Bread, wherein was born that Bread which cometh down from heaven. 
Hail, Ephrata, region most abundant and fruitful, the fertility whereof is God Himself." 

"Notl68 far from thence she went down to the tower of Ader, i. e. the dock; near which Jacob fed his 
flock, and the shepherds watching by night were counted worthy to hear, EGlory to GOD in the highest.E 
Presently after, quickening her pace, she began to travel along the old way which leads to Gaza, i. e. to 
the power or riches of God ; when she thought of the Ethiopian eunuch." 

Again, on the passage of Jeremiah, he writesl69 : 

"Behold, I will send fishers and hunters, who shall hunt you out of every hill and mountain ; These are 
they whom the Lord sends out to fishing, and from fishers in the sea causes them to become fishers of 
men. Whence also the village of Peter and Andrew comes to be called by this name : for Bethsaida in 
our tongue is interpreted the House of Hunters." 

It will have been observed, that some of these instances of allegorical names are taken not from our 
LordEs own history, but from that of St. John the Baptist ; and it is certain that the Fathers generally 
consider all that happened to him, at least before our LordEs manifestation, as capable of and requiring 
an allegorical exposition : e. g. says Clementl70 : 


"The silence of Zacharias had a symbolical meaning, awaiting that offspring, which should be the 
forerunner of Christ ; that the light of the light of the truth, the word of the prophetic riddles, might 
become a gospel, or voice of good tidings, and so free itself of the mystical silence." 


(9.) But when we come to the times after our LordEs Ascension, it may appear that we no longer find the 



same frequency, the same unhesitating freedom, of mysitical exposition. Neither the Acts of the 
Apostles, nor the historical notices in the Epistles, are treated by them with the same constant allusion 
to mystical meanings, supposed to be undoubtedly contained in them. Instances of the kind are 
certainly not wanting ; as where St. Augustin on the conversion of St. Paul, reasons on the name 
Ananias, which he supposes to mean a sheepl71 ; and where Origen descants in the following way on 
St. PaulEs recommendation of a collection for the poor saints in Jerusalem. He saysl72 : 


"Every one who is spiritual, i. e. who serves God in the Spirit, and lives not according to the flesh, but 
according to the Spirit, he dwells in Jerusalem, i. e. in the place of Peace, and abides in the Vision of 
Peace : and he is one of the poor saints, i. e. one of those blessed poor, to, whom our Lord said, 
EBIessed are the poor in spirit.EI . . . Being such he abides always in Jerusalem, possessing spiritual 
wealth. ... On the other hand, it seems to me that those whom he calls Gentiles mean the less perfect 
souls, as standing, in need of, the instruction of the more perfect: and who, if so be they are accounted 
worthy to become partakers with them in spiritual understanding and knowledge, ought themselves to 
minister unto them in carnal things : and so, when their spirit begins to be imbued with something of 
loftier contemplation, the flesh also, taking on itself the reins of continence and of chastity, ought to 
minister to the spiritual precepts." 

And even Chrysostom, who in general is very jealous of producing allegorical meanings, has an 
intimation that he does not consider them as out of place in this part of Scripture history. For, speaking 
of the name Dorcas, as repeated in the verse, He remarksl73 : 

"They showed the garments which Dorcas had made for them. Not without significance is her name 
added in this place, but with a view of giving us to understand that she answered to her name, watchful 
and alert as the animal which it signifies, the antelope. For no less than a special providence goes to the 
assigning of many names, as I have often remarked to you." 

In spite, however, of scattered instances of this kind, it will perhaps hold, as a general observation, that 
mystical exposition is the exception, and not the rule, of the ancient commentators on the Acts and 
Epistles ; whereas through all former parts of the sacred history, it undoubtedly constituted the rule and 
not the exception. If this be really so, it is remarkable in several ways : and one thought which it 
obviously suggests is, that it proves the Mysticism of the ancients, right or wrong, not to have been 
practised at random, not to have been merely an unthinking accommodation to the taste of the age, the 
school, or the individual. In such case, it will be hard to assign a reason why it should not have been 
applied to the fortunes of ChristEs people after His ascension, as largely as before His coming, or as to 
the events of His own life. Were the whole a matter of mere ingenuity, it will not surely be pretended, 
that the character and adventures of St. Paul, (for instance) might not be as dexterously turned into 
allegory, whether of the prophetic or moral kind, as those of David or St. John the Baptist. The 
abstinence of the ancient writers in this respect indicates their proceeding on some definite rule or 
principle, whether we can succeed in ascertaining the rule or no. 

(10.) The several heads of New testament Mysticism having thus been briefly noticed and exemplified, 
and appearing to be first, the affixing of spiritual import to the detail of parables, and to other imagery 
adopted by our Lord in His discourses ; secondly, the application of the like process to the circumstances 
of His history while on earth ; thirdly, to the names of persons and places any how connected to that 
history ; fourthly, and much more scantily, to the records of His Church after His departure ; we are in a 
condition to say something of the priciples on which the whole depended, and the authorities by which. 



when challenged, they were accustomed to vindicate it : and in the course of the discussion it will 
perhaps sufficiently appear, what weight is due to the difficulty mentioned in the outset, viz. That 
allegorizing the New Testament at all is inconsistent with the idea of its being, eminently, h a I h q e i a , 
the final dispensationEthe substance and not the shadow. 

It may seem, then, that the mode of interpretation we are considering arose chiefly from the deep sense 
which those who used it entertained of two great truths,Efundamental truthsEof the Gospel : the 
Divinity of our Lord, and the Communion of the Saints. 

(11.) First, did we really lay it to heart, as we read verse after verse of the GospelsEdid we in earnest put 
our minds to the thought,Ethat this Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Mary, is indeed the Most High God, 
Creator and Possessor of Heaven and Earth, and of all things visible and invisible ; did we realize our 
conviction of this truth in connection with each and all of His actions and discourses, and of the scenes 
and circumstances in which we find Him engaged ; we should of course feel on all these subjects, that 
which considerate persons feel in regard of all GodEs words and works ; viz. That the least of them is far 
too deep for us ; the most trivial of His is exceeding broad ; the slightest, to our conception, of His acts 
must have eternal and infinite associations and consequences. The words then and doings of our 
Blessed Saviour, being as they are the words and doings of God, it cannot be but they must mean far 
more than meets the eye : they cannot but be full-charged with heavenly and mysterious meaning, 
whether we are as yet competent to discern some part of that meaning or no ; and to look at them in 
that light may be called Mysticism, but is it any more than the natural and necessary result of 
considerate faith in His divine nature ? Or can it be doubted, that so far as the Mysticism of the old 
interpreters is traceable to this conviction, so far it not only admits of justification, but the disuse of it is 
a fearful symptom of irreverent forgetfulness at least of that vital doctrine? 

On grounds like these, we may perhaps be excused in thinking, whatever we may judge of the particular 
examples, that the fathers could not be wrong in the general principle, which guided their comments in 
such instances as shall be now specified. 

(12.) Knowing our Lord to be the Governor and Overruler of all things, even the least, by His good 
providence, knowing from His own lips that not a sparrow falls to the ground without Him : they could 
not be wrong in noting those circumstances and accompaniments of His conduct, which in ordinary 
human language would be called accidental, as being in fact divinely ordered : worthy, from their 
nearness to Him, of being contemplated with particular awe, as forming part of the clouds and darkness 
that He gathers round about Him : which if we can at all penetrate by the help of other revelations, it is 
well; if not, at least we may adore in silence. 

For example ; according to menEs usual way of talking, it would be called an accidental circumstance, 
that there were five loaves, not more nor less, in the store of our Lord and His disciples, wherewith to 
provide the miraculous feast. But the ancient interpreters treat it as designed and providential, in this 
surely not erring : and their whole conjecture is, that it represents the sacrifice of the whole world of 
sense, and especially of the Old Dispensation, which being outward and visible, might be called the 
dispensation of the senses, to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, to be a pledge and mean of 
communion with Him according to the terms of a new or evangelical law. This idea they arrive at by 
considering the number five, the number of the senses, as the Mystical exponent of the visible and 
sensible universe : t a a i s z h t a , as distinguished from t a n o h t a . Origen lays down the rule in 
express terms. "The number Five frequently, nay almost always, is taken for the five senses." 


Accordingly St. Clementl74, speaking of the Tabernacle door, which was hung on five pillars, says it was 



accounted by some a token of the separation between the intellectual and sensible worlds ; and he 
adds, 

"Thus, by a process full fraught with mysterious meaning, Five loaves are broken and multiplied by the 
Saviour, to the crowd of ordinary hearers ; for many one there be who regard the things of sense as if 
there were really nothing besides them." 

Origen more plainlyl75 : "By the five loaves they perhaps might signify the outward and literal words of 
the Holy Scripture, literal and sensible, and therefore represented by the number of the five senses." 
Ambrose againl76, "It may seem that those five thousand, as though made up of the mere bodily senses 
which are five, received from Christ nourishment as yet little more than bodily." And Augustinl77 : 

"To pass over this subject rapidly ; the five loaves are understood to be the five books of Moses, with 
reason not represented as of wheat, but of barley, because they belong to the Old Testament. And 
barley, as you know, is so formed, that you come with difficulty to the nourishing part of it, wrapped up 
as it is in a covering of chaff, and that chaff stiff and cleaving, so as not to be stripped off without some 
trouble. Such is the letter of the Old Testament, clothed with the wrappings of carnal sacraments, or 
tokens ; but if you once come to its marrow, it nourishes and satisfies. If we ask, who was the lad that 
bare the loaves, perhaps it was the people of Israel; with no more than childish thought, bearing them 
only, not tasting them." 

And elsewhere, expressing himself in such a way as to connect his view obviously to that of St. 
Clementl78. 

"The five barley loaves, wherewith the Lord fed the multitudes in the mountain, signify the old Law ; 
either because it is given to persons not yet spiritual, but still carnal i. e. devoted to the five bodily 
senses ; or because the Law was given by Moses, and the books written by Moses are five." 

It should still be recollected, that neither in this nor in other like instances is the tone of the Fathers at 
all dogmatical. They are positive only in one, point, that there is a spiritual meaning, could we but find 
itl79 ; but of their own special exposition they commonly speak as doubtfully as Origen on this very 
place whose language isl80 : 

"Thus far have I been able to reach in conjecturing the sense of the five loaves and the two fishes. But in 
all likelihood those who are better able to store themselves with [the spiritual food meant by] these 
symbols will be able to give a fuller account of these things." 

It may be added, perhaps, in support of the exposition which he thus modestly suggests, that it suits 
well with the nature of the miracle, considered as an intimation of the future Eucharistical sacrifice : in 
which light the subsequent discourse of our Lord undoubtedly teaches us to consider it. For the offering 
of bread and wine, to be received back again as the LordEs Body and Blood, is in effect, as far as in each 
of us lies, the sacrifice of all the things of sense, of our whole earthly being, to be made heavenly by 
participation of Jesus Christ. 

(13.) It is clear, again, referring to some examples given above that the names of the several places 
which our Lord chose wherein to utter His discourses and work His miracles, will come under the head 
which we are now consideringEthat of circumstances which in ordinary history might be called 
insignificant, but in this can hardly be less than providential. Our LordEs moving from place to place, 
among the towns, mountains, and rivers of Israel, was the moving of the God and King of Israel, among 
the places which He Himself had marked out, from all ages, to be the scene of His mighty words and 



works, when He should literally visit His people. 


So also, applying the same remark to His discourses, the imagery which He used, His references to 
natural objects, are to be looked at with other and far higher feelings than those of mere wonder and 
delight, such as the same words would cause, could we imagine them proceeding from human lips. Hiss 
mention (e. g.) of the birds of the air, the lilies, the vine and its branches, the wheat and tares, and 
whatever else occurs of the like kind, are so many instances of the Creator applying to moral or spiritual 
uses His own outward and visible works ; which works He had created, knowing in His Omniscience, that 
He should so apply them, and therefore (among their other final causes) with the, very purpose of doing 
so. And it is but carrying the same observation one step further, to say, that His not unfrequent allusions 
to domestic processes also, and the simpler modes of trade, and husbandry work, are in like manner 
allusions to things which Himself had prepared by His, providence, no doubt with a view to such 
application. 

The great use to be made of this will be seen by and by : at present it may serve to mitigate the 
disapproving wonder, with which some readers are apt to receive what may appear to them frigid and 
overstrained comments of the Fathers on the figurative language of our Lord, and the details of His 
parables. 

(14.) For example, St. Clementl81 applies the Parable of Leaven to illustrate the reserve which all know 
to have been one great feature of the teaching of the early Church. "By it," he says, "the Lord indicates 
the method of concealment." Then, quoting the parable, he subjoins : 

"Either it is the preservation of the soul which our Lord here describes,Hof the soul, made up as it is of 
three parts, [memory, understanding, and will] and preserved in the way of obedience by the spiritual 
power hidden in it, according to the faith ; or else, [He speakEs thus] the Power of the Word, given unto 
us, compressed in a scanty space, but of great might, attracts to Itself secretly and invisibly the whole of 
him who receives It and lays It up within himself, and gathers the whole complex being of that man by 
degrees into perfect unity." 

St. Augustinl82, and St. Ambrosel83, in effect give the same exposition ; all agreeing to annex a certain 
mystical force to the three measures ; to the woman ; whom take to be the Church, or Wisdom ; to the 
hiding of the leaven : and so in other parables ; those things which modern critics regard as the mere 
scenery or dress of the narrative, they fear to dispose of so easily, considering that He is speaking of 
them, who caused them to be what they are, with all their relations, similitudes, and association. 

(15.) But if the Fathers considered as providential and mystical the mere ornaments of our LordEs 
discourses, and the accompaniments of His proceedings on earth, much more would they regard in the 
same view the substance of His conduct, His own voluntary doings. It would never come into their mind 
to think they knew the whole meaning and bearings of it, any more than to imagine, as they looked 
upwards at night, that they saw through the whole depth of the sky, because, gazing more intently than 
others, more and more stars had become visible to them. They seem to have contemplated the whole 
subject with that feeling of infinity, which dictated St. JohnEs concluding verse, "If the things which Jesus 
did should be written every one, I suppose that not even the world itself should be able to contain the 
books which should be written." Akin to which is the saying Origenl84 : 

"That the Gospel of St. John can hardly be understood but by one who should be like the writer of it, 
lying on the bosom of our Lord, and declared to be the Son of Mary, i. e. as it were another Jesus by 
communion with the true Jesus." 



According to the depth of significance here attributed to the least of our LordEs doings, we are to look at 
the minute details of His demeanour towards different persons, His modes of dealing with them for 
their good, as so many exemplifications,Eso many visible types,Eof His invisible dealings and 
dispensations towards the same class of persons always. If even "wise men and scribes," parents, say, or 
teachers or masters, very often use significant actions, expressing things far beyond any dream, that 
those who witness them can possibly have of their meaning ; shall it seem strange to be told, that we 
must regard all the actions of Him, who is infinite wisdom and goodness, as so many deep economies, 
answering, in all probability, purposes, of which we can no more judge, than a child in arms can judge of 
the meaning, of the holy services, which he may chance at any time to see performed in a Church. 

(16.) But to produce first a few instances, in which it seemed to the Fathers that we might in some 
measure interpret our LordEs significant actions :EOrigenl85 has gone through great part of the 
discourse with the woman of Samaria, as a specimen of the way in which it pleases Him to deal with 
those who are not unbelievers but heretics : Irenaeus expounds the washing the DisciplesE feet to be a 
token of Christ communicating an interest in His Passion to all the Saints which had gone before, the 
whole Jewish and patriarchal Church. Thus he speaksl86 : 

"In the last times, when came the fulness of the time of liberty, the Word Himself by Himself cleansed 
away the filth of the daughter of Sion, washing with His own hands the feet of His Disciples. For this [in 
which we now are] is the end, [or last stage] of the human race entering on its inheritance, even God : 
that as in the beginning we were all brought into slavery by the debt of death [which we incurred], so in 
the end, by Him who is the Last, all who from the beginning had been Disciples, being cleansed and 
washed from the things of death, might enter into the life of GOD. For He who washed the feet of his 
Disciples, sanctified the whole body, and brought it into a state of pureness. Which is the reason also 
why He ministered food to them as they reclined, signifying those who were reclining in the earth, to 
whom He came to minister life." 


Origen, and after him Ambrosel87, assign a parabolical drift to the directions given by our Lord about 
preparing the Passover. 

"No one, keeping the Passover according to the will of Jesus, is below the upper room ; but whosoever 
feasts with Him, is on high, in a large upper room, in an upper room swept, in an upper room garnished 
and prepared : and if thou go up with Him to celebrate the Passover, He gives to thee no less a gift than 
the Bread of blessing, His own Body, and vouchsafes to thee His own Blood. Wherefore I beseech you, 
go up on high, lift up your eyes on high. And to me too, when I am engaged in teaching the Divine word, 
the Scripture says, EGo up to high mountain, thou who tellest good tidings to Zion.E" 

And St. Ambrosel88 takes occasion from the command about the pitcher of water, to descant in honour 
of holy Baptism, carried away, as the Fathers use to be on that subject, perhaps above all others. 

(17.) It may be worth considering, whether the view in illustration of which these last examples have 
been offered, does not tend in some sort to explain and justify the practice which I have frequently 
mentioned, as not unusual with Origen and Clement, and with others who followed them, of adding to 
the prophetical or evangelical exposition of historical passages, what may be called a moral exposition 
also : of which an example has already been adduced from Origen, speaking of our LordEs entry into 
Jerusalem ; and the following may serve in further illustration of itl89. 


"The Lord in the Gospel affirms, concerning that woman who poured on His head the box of precious 



ointment, EShe hath wrought a good work on Me;E intimating that he who pours ointment on the Word 
of God, i, e. who joins actual obedience with that Word, that man worketh a good work. For the adorned 
with obedience and right actions is rendered, as it were, fragrant, filled with all sweetness of precious 
ointments." 

Here would seem at first sight a confusion between the two senses of "the Word," standing sometimes 
for the Scriptures, sometimes for the Person of our Lord. But the difficulty will perhaps vanish, on 
considering that the Word written or spoken was regarded by Origen as one only among many forms, in 
which the personal Word vouchsafes to communicate Himself to His servants. The things then which 
befel our Lord "visibly and personally" might well be taken as symbolical of the mode, in which His 
inward and invisible presence acts on, and is received by, the hearts of His servants ; as Origen himself 
gives us to understand, explaining the declaration of St. John the Baptistl90, "There standeth one 
among you whom ye know not," of "the presence of our LordEs most high Nature in all reasonable 
souls, reaching through the whole world." Comments, accordingly, in the Alexandrian and other Fathers, 
which at first sight, might appear like mere metaphysical disquisitions, about the supremacy and 
operations of reason, may be understood of Christ, and the operations of His grace; only recollecting 
that the ancients in their piety ascribed all sound reason to the Word, or Wisdom, of the Father, 
enlightening the soul. 

(18.) The Divinity then of our Lord, and His relation to mankind, would cause us to feel sure that all His 
words and doings must be so far mystical, as that they mean more, infinitely more, than meets the eye 
and ear of the mere human observer. But His Incarnation and Economy, of which His words and actions 
are part, may have had other objects, relative to other races and other states of being. Who knows but 
any given work or discourse of His may have reference to some of these, and we may have, 
consequently, to wait for its full explanation until (if ever) our eyes be opened to behold them in 
another world? Certainly there are obscure hints in Scripture, there is a partial, a very partial, disclosure, 
of some change in heaven as well as on earth, to be wrought by the Incarnation of the Son of God. "The 
principalities and powers in heavenly places," it is intimated, have some deep though undefined interest 
in that unspeakable Work of God, Which is our sanctification and salvation. Such hints unquestionably 
the New Testament contains : and it was the part of watchful piety, such as that of the Fathers, to notice 
and store them up : and what more natural, than that they should sometimes remember them, when 
engaged in the obscurer portions of the Gospel history, and should say within themselves, What if such 
and such a saying of our Lord, such and such a circumstance of His behaviour, evidently too profound for 
us, should belong to Him as the Lord of Angels rather than of men,Eshould allude to His government of 
heaven rather than of earth? 

By this train of thought, they would evidently open to themselves a new source of (what is called) 
Mysticism : the principle of which can hardly be denied, however unsoundly or presumptuously the 
details may have been managed. One or two examples shall be produced from Origen, the writer on 
mind these thoughts appear to have made most impression. 

Hel91 applies the prophetic Saying of our Lord, "Other sheep I have, which are not of this fold," in who 
"look forward," he says, "with the rest of the Creation, to the revelation of the Sons of God, for whom 
they are commissioned to minister (being so far," as he expounds it, "Emade subject unto vanityE) that 
they with the objects of their ministration may receive the inheritance of salvation, that of earthly and 
heavenly things there may be one fold and one shepherd." It may be remarked, by the way, that this 
comment on the place in the Romans, right or wrong, is not OrigenEs own. It occurs, as we have seen, in 
ClementEs exposition of the parable of the good Samaritan. "192Christ has commanded the authorities 
and powers to minister to us for a great reward, viz. that themselves may be delivered from the 



bondage of corruption." Again, Origenl93 considers the case of the fallen Angels to be very probably 
part of our LordEs meaning, in that very awful Proverb, "There are first which shall be last, and there are 
last which shall be first." And every where be is full of the presence of the elect Angels, and delights in 
contemplating our invisible communion with them ; not always perhaps judiciously, yet surely on the 
whole more wisely and scripturally, than they who banish the doctrine out of their thoughts, as though 
it were either a mere figure of speech, or an economy long laid aside, and to us mere matter of history. 

(19.) So much for that portion of the New Testament Mysticism, which seems to arise from the constant 
remembrance of the Omniscience of Jesus Christ, and His Supreme Dominion over things visible and 
invisible. Another large class of similar instances will be found, derived from another fundamental truth, 
viz. the Communion of Saints. By the Communion of Saints, is here meant the real, but mysterious and 
supernatural union of Jesus Christ with His Body the Church, and with every member of that Body : by 
virtue of which, the actions and sufferings of the Head may be predicated of the Body, and conversely 
those of the Body, of the Head : Israel may stand for Christ, and Christ for Israel : the one, e. g. where 
Moses is said to have "esteemed the reproach of Christ," i. e. of GodEs Church and people, which is in 
ChristEs account one with Him, "more than the treasures of Egypt:" the other, where Hosea, combining 
in one expression the past and the future, says, "When Israel was a child, then I loved him, and called 
My Son out of Egypt." 

Again, David is a type of our Lord, and through Him of the Church which is His Body, and through that 
again of each individual Christian as being a member of that Body: and therefore the Psalms generally 
are adopted by the whole Church in her assemblies, and by separate believers in their closets, with 
equal propriety, as the language of their devotions : they are an inspired Liturgy, provided for all ages 
and all lands. 

As, therefore, the Divinity of our Lord even forces a considerate person to regard His demeanour 
towards those who, came near Him in the body, as indicative of His ways of grace and trial towards us, 
with whom He is invisibly present : so the unity between Him and His Church would lead us to inquire, 
from time to time, whether things which we find happening to Him may not be prophetic tokens of the 
future fortunes of the Church ; as well as His conduct a lesson to her, how to bear herself in her conflicts 
with the world. 

(20.) But here the nature of the case would enforce an important, distinction between the allegory of 
the Old Testament and that of the New; i. e. so far as both are prophetic. In the Old Testament the 
leading idea is, that the Church, whether diffusive, or embodied in her anointed members, king, priest, 
or prophet, is every where the type of Christ ; in the New, that Christ conversely is the type of the 
Church. "They, from Sheba shall come, they shall bring gold and incense :EEdoubtless the immediate 
aspect of this prophecy is towards the wise menEs offering at Bethlehem ; but that offering was itself 
prophetical of the kings of the earth coming in, and laying their glories at the feet of the Church, as the 
representative of Christ on earth. Again, "He shall bruise them with a rod of iron, and break them in 
pieces like a potterEs vessel"Eis transferred in the Acts from David to Christ, and in the Revelation from 
Christ to the Church. Our Lord being in this sense also both Alpha and Omega, the end of the ancient 
types and the beginning of a new series. In Him all that happened before was, as it were, brought to a 
point; and all again that should come after, was but so many developments of what He said, did, and 
suffered among us. 

But it can scarce be necessary to dwell much on this part of the subject, since Christians in general 
appear to feel that each greater event of our LordEs abode on earth, His Passion, for example, in all its 
circumstances, was prophetic of the treatment which the Church, His Body, might expect, and at the 



same time symbolical of the inward process, whereby each one of His members should be trained and 
purified. The very expression, "taking up the Cross," seems to imply as much as this. 

But if so, surely there is something to be said for the introduction of the same idea in other passages 
also of our SaviourEs life, and in explanation of other sayings of His. For example, there is a very ancient 
gloss on the saying, "Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests, but the Son of Man hath not 
where to lay His head." "In this," says Clement of Alexandrial94, "I suppose there is an allusive meaning 
; viz. that with him only who believes, and is perfectly separated from all those who in Scripture are 
described as wild beasts, does a resting place use to be found for the Head of all beings, the gracious 
and gentle Word as if our LordEs literal want of a home, when He was here in the body, betokened 
the scarcity, which should ever be found on earth, of souls apt to receive and lodge Him worthily. Foxes 
would always find their dens, and birds of the air their nests : crafty and soaring thoughts would always 
find hearts enough ready to entertain them : not so the frank and open, the meek and lowly. Spirit of 
Christ. 

Such is St. AugustinEs explanationl95 (amongst others); and it appears to be so far warranted, as that it 
is only an additional application of the same principle, which teaches us, with St. Cyprianl96, to consider 
ChristEs coat without seam as a token of the unity of His Church, which her enemies, doing their worst, 
should be unable to rend : or with Clementl97, to look on His baptism as a token and type of ours. He 
affirms : 

"The Lord, is consecrated by the bath alone, and sanctified by the descent of the Holy Ghost. So it is ; 
and the same thing happens in us also, of whom the Lord is the type : by baptism we are enlightened, by 
enlightening we are adopted, by adoption we are consecrated [or perfected], by consecration [or 
perfecting] we are immortalized." 

St. PaulEs language to the Romans and Colossians, implying ChristEs death and resurrection to be, 
sacramentally and virtually, that of each baptized person, is too well known to be more than just alluded 
to. And there is imagery in the Revelations, in the vision of the Two Witnesses, which may justify us in 
surmising that the same awful events may in some sense find their counterpart in the history of the 
Church on earth. 

Whoever will consider and follow out these and similar hints, will see reason, perhaps, to excuse many 
things, which a hasty reader of the Fathers would call over-bold and fanciful : he will understand how 
Origen might affirml98, that there are in fact as many different manifestations of the Word, as many 
different Christs, as there are believers : and again, that those who rest content with the mere outward 
meaning of the Gospel history, not recollecting as they go on, that in this same Jesus they live, and 
move, and have their spiritual beingEthat He is one with them, and they with HimEthey are in the same 
kind of error as the Judaizers, who could not find Him in the Old Testament. 

(21.) So far then as the mystical interpretation of the Gospels depends on the Communion of Saints, it 
would appear to be amply authorized by the Scripture itself : neither need we be long to seek for similar 
authority in behalf of that branch of it, which has been already exemplified : that, namely, which results 
from the constant endeavour to realize, as we read, our LordEs high and transcendent Nature. As to His 
Parables, it is certain that in those which He has condescended to explain, in that of the Tares for 
example, every circumstance almost is made to tell ; so far from the attention being limited, as many 
modern interpreters would limit it, to the general result and moral only. Many of His actions are 
ascertained to be symbolical, in the way of Prophecy, or moral, or both : some by their correspondence 
with direct Parables ; as the cursing of the fig-tree, which agrees remarkably with the Parable of the 



barren fig-tree ; the multiplying the loaves and fishes, illustrated by the subsequent discourse on the 
Bread from Heaven ; and the miraculous draught of fishes, explained by the Parable of the net. Other 
actions, or circumstances of actions, have their figurative nature indicated by the use of some symbol, 
which GodEs providence has made appropriate, (o i k e i o n , as the rhetoricians call it,) to some 
particular subject ; as the change of water into wine, where the appropriation was made known 
afterwards by the institution of the Holy Eucharist. In other cases, as the choice of the ass and colt for 
the entry into Jerusalem, above considered, the terms of ancient Prophecy were a key to the mystery of 
the action. As to the miracles of our LordEs mercy, hearing, cleansing, enlightening, reviving,Ethere were 
sufficient hints given by Himself, in the conversations which followed upon some of them, how He 
would have them interpreted : as when He remarked on the case of the man who had been blind from 
his birth, "For judgment I am come into this world, that they which see not might see, and that they 
which see might be made blind and in the Parable of the relapsed daemoniac. 

(22.) The above considerations may perhaps put us in a condition to account in some measure for the 
comparative absence of Mysticism in the comments of Antiquity on the Acts and Epistles. Those, with 
whose words and actions those later Christian Scriptures are conversant, were actually in the Kingdom 
of Heaven : they were arrived at that final condition,Efinal as regards this world,Eto which all former 
types and shadows had pointed, and in which, visibly or invisibly, they were now to be realized. They 
were not themselves, as far as we know, types and shadows of any thing further. Their condition indeed 
was full of mystery, of high, spiritual, invisible relations and associations : and so is our own condition, 
for theirs and ours are in substance one. But scantily and seldom, if at all, is any portion of the veil 
withdrawn, so as to justify the same kind of comment on the hidden bearings of the ApostlesE history, 
or of that of any subsequent generation of believers, which God Himself had taught us to venture on, in 
all preceding Scriptures. With the exception of those sacramental actions, which being performed 
according to His command, are to be regarded as purely and indeed His actions, there are now no visible 
doings of Christ on earth : none, that is, visibly distinct from the doings of men ; none therefore to which 
we are warranted in specially affixing a mystical character, as being both the doings of God, and of Him 
who is one with the Church and with each of us. "Christ is the end of the Law for righteousness to every 
man that believeth that verse being once for all realized, the vision and prophecy is of course sealed 
up ; for there can be nothing beyond the end. 

(23.) On the whole, there seems no want of scriptural authority for the allegory as applied by the 
Fathers to the New Testament, considered both in what it includes, and in what it omits. Most modern 
interpreters even, and almost all devotional writers, recognise it in principle, some perhaps more or less 
unconsciously : but the great difference between them and the Ancients seems to lie rather in this; that 
the Ancients fear not to carry it out, in every part of the Gospels, and as far as it will go in every case; 
whereas we, in modern times, each draw his own arbitrary line, according to our own taste, or our 
notions of what is useful or convincing, or out of deference to the judgments we expect from others. 

And some perhaps may say, "After all, where is the great harm of this? the other may certainly be more 
legitimate and consistent in reasoning ; but practically, is it not safer, is it not even more religious and 
reverent, to abide by the letter, instead of perplexing yourself with expositions of which you cannot be 
quite sure ?" This, perhaps, is a thought not unlikely to be entertained by many minds. But let us be 
aware which way it leads :Eto what, in reality, it amounts. Discarding high associations from our 
interpretations of Scripture, under the notion that a plain man may do well enough without them, 
appears rather like discarding high doctrines from our creed, as if they were only fit for professed 
theologians. It may be, that the one does not always lead to the other, but they may be symptomatic of 
the same unhealthy frame of thought : and is it not generally found, in fact, that the two more or less 
accompany each other, both in schools of divinity and in the fluctuation of individual minds ? WhitbyEs 



intense scorn of the ancient allegories was a step to the Arianism in which he finally acquiesced : and we 
know too well the region of doctrine towards which the merely critical and historical discussions of the 
last century were continually gravitating. Surely these are things worth the consideration of those, who 
shrink not only from promulgating, but even from fairly examining, the old principles of Biblical 
exposition, for fear of giving too much play, to the imagination, or some such kind of irreverence. Are 
they not unconsciously behaving like Ahaz, who, when God Himself offered him a sign, refused to ask, 
under the pretence or notion, that to do so would be tempting the Lord? 

(24.) It is most true, there is a great danger in the mystical contemplation of the Scriptures, more 
especially of the Gospels, by how much the Word of Life is there brought nearer to us, to be not only 
heard of, but also to be seen with our eyes, to be looked upon and handled with our bands. There is a 
great, an unspeakable danger, if our practice be not conformable. But this danger is not peculiar to the 
process of spiritual interpretation ; it belongs equally to all ways of communicating the secrets of the 
Kingdom of Heaven ; to the Creeds and Prayers of the Church ; to the Catechisms which all children 
learn. And the remedy for it is not, in this or any other instance, to hide our eyes indolently from the 
light, which we know shines round us, but to strengthen them gradually, that they may be able to bear it 
; and this can only be done by moral means ; i. e. by repentance, devotion, and self-denial. As we train 
ourselves, so also, according to our means, should we endeavour to prepare others for the right study of 
the Bible. He who looks no deeper than the letter, may simply recommend candour, and patient 
investigation, and freedom from sensual and other disturbing thoughts : but he who knows beforehand, 
that the Personal Word is every where in the written Word, could we but discern Him, will feel it an 
awful thing to open his Bible; fasting, and prayer, and scrupulous self-denial, and all the ways by which 
the flesh is tamed to the Spirit, will seem to him no more than natural, when he is to sanctify himself, 
and draw near, with Moses, to the darkness where God is. And this so much the more, the more that 
darkness is mingled with evangelical light; for so much the more be may hope to see of God ; and we 
know Who it is, that has inseparably connected seeing God with purity of heart. 

As therefore GodEs people are continually to be told, concerning the Blessed Sacrament of the 
Eucharist, that it is infinitely dangerous to come near it unworthily, but they are not therefore to leave it 
out of their minds, but rather to think of it night and day, that they may prepare themselves, and come 
as God would have them : so is it with this mystical presence of Jesus Christ in every part of the 
Scriptures. We are not to shrink from the thought of it for fear of irreverence, but hearing it continually 
in mind, we are to train ourselves so, that we may have grace to discern it, according to our measure, in 
particulars. This training is no matter of intellectual acuteness, industry, and memory : they will only 
mislead into some wrong kind of Mysticism, if separated from a single mind, and a heart full of 
reverence : but he that is willing indeed to do His will, he shall know perithzdidachz, "concerning 
the manner of teaching," as well as the substance, "whether it be of God." Common sense surely will 
add, that one necessary sign of this willing reverence of heart, will be our religiously walking by the clue, 
which the ancient Church has given us, wherever we can keep satisfactory hold of it ; never daring to 
contradict the unanimous voice of the Fathers, still less to treat with scorn and mockery the serious 
opinion, though it be but of one among them. 

(25.) On the other hand, no ignorance, not even inability to read, disqualifies men from thus receiving 
our Lord in His Scriptures. It does not hinder them from seeing GodEs hand in His natural Providence, in 
His care of their own and othersE welfare : why should it make them incapable of perceiving His 
supernatural Providence, (if one may so call it)Ethe presence of His Christ,Ein all those works of His, the 
record of which they hear from time to time in Church, or at home out of their Bibles ? Such perception 
of our LordEs presence, through the veil of the letter, is in fact the religious improvement of the 
fondness for type and parable, natural to all, but often most developed in those who have least means 




of acquiring literal instruction. From which it would seem, that we need not fear to inure even poor 
unlearned persons, having the fear of God, and leading good lives, with the ancient mode of exposition. 
Humanly speaking, their habits of thought make them for the most part apter to receive it, than persons 
of greater learning and refinement. 

But whether to wise or simple, to learned or unlearned, the great and certain advantage of this method, 
(over and above its positive truth) is this : that it tends so directly in every part and parcel of the 
Scriptures, to keep up the conviction that God in Christ is there, ready to reveal Himself to us with a 
blessing, if we seek Him religiously and worthily. This conviction, continually realized and acted on, will 
prove to be of unspeakable value, though we never were conscious of a single discovery, a single new 
interpretation, in the ordinary sense of that term. Such faithful self denying labour will be worth a 
double "hidden treasure" to us, bringing us secretly into closer Communion with Him, in whom are now 
hidden, one day to be revealed, "all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge." 

These remarks may suffice, on the manner of the Fathers as Mystical Interpreters of the Bible. We shall 
next have to consider them as Mystical Observers of natural and providential things, and of the visible 
world around us : a kindred subject, as a little inquiry will show. 

§ vi.-Mysticism as applied to the Works of Nature, and generally to the external World. 

Whatever judgment persons may be inclined to form of the early Christian interpretations in 
themselves, it is clear and certain matter of fact, and surely well worthy of remark, that on all the great 
divisions of human knowledge the Fathers had, as a school, views of their own. Whether it was history 
of which they were speaking, or the arts of life, or morals public or private, their measures of things, and 
the tone they preserved, were widely different from all that had gone before them : hardly more so, 
however, (it is a startling but true confession,) than they differ from the principles and manner adopted 
in other ages, especially perhaps in our own, by Christian writers on the same subjects. 

But of all branches of human knowledge there is none in which this difference is more strongly marked, 
than in what relates to the study of nature, and the laws and aspects of the external world. We know 
how very large a part of modern literature and education, nay, and of modern theology too, is occupied 
by instruction and research on physical subjects, and in what a tone of self-complacency men praise 
their times and one another, for the great and rapidly increasing proficiency of the two or three last 
generations in their knowledge and command of the powers of nature. But when we turn to the first 
ages of Christian literature, the very first sentiment which strikes us is, the care taken every where to 
exclude views merely scientific and physical,into prevent our acquiescing in that kind of knowledge, as 
though in itself it were any great thing. Hear, e. g. the tone in which St. Augustin explains what attention 
is due from that, which of all physical sciences we are taught sometimes to account the most 
elevating,0to astronomy. 

"The knowledge," he saysl99, "of the rising and setting, and other motions of the stars, though it bind 
men by no superstition, yet is of little or rather no avail for the explanation of Holy Scripture, but is 
rather an impediment, by diverting attention unprofitably : and inasmuch as it is closely connected with 
the most deadly error of the chanters of silly predictions, it is better and more creditable to let it pass." 
Some might perhaps imagine that in this passage St. Augustin was ignorantly confounding astronomical 
with astrological science. But the next sentences contradict the suspicion. "It is true," he adds, "that 
besides the observation of existing phenomena, astronomical science contains in it something, of the 
nature of history, inasmuch as from the present positions and motions of the heavenly bodies we may, 
according to certain rules, retrace their movements in times past. Again, it hath certain rules forjudging 



of things future ; not in the way of mere conjecture and omen, but fixed and settled rules ; not such as 
to authorize our concluding aught from them concerning our own conduct and fortunes, which is the 
madness of those who calculate nativitiesEbut facts appertaining to the heavenly bodies themselves. For 
as the computers of the lunar motions, observing how old the moon is today, are able to assign its age 
at any distance of years forward and backward, so concerning any heavenly body whatever, scientific 
reckoners are wont to give determinate answers." 

It was not then from inadequate conceptions of the true province and evidence of astronomy, that St. 
Augustin assigned to it so low a place in the pursuits of a Christian student; but it was clearly from a 
perception that such knowledge was but very remotely connected with the proper duty and happiness 
of mankind. And St. Augustin was no unlearned man, nor at all apt to set himself fanatically against the 
use of human knowledge in the interpretation of Divine Truth. 

(2.) But in truth he was here only expressing the constant sentiment of the Church, such as we find it 
laid down in the first and second ages, almost in the form and with the authority of an apostolical canon. 
Says Irenaeus200: 

"It is better to know nothing at all, no, not so much as one single cause of any of the things which are 
made, but to believe in God, and to persevere in love, than to be puffed up with that sort of knowledge, 
and fall from love, which gives life to man. It is better to seek nothing in the way of knowledge but Jesus 
Christ the Son of God, who was crucified for us, than to fall into impiety through subtle questions and 
minute verbal discussions. Suppose, e. g. that any one, more or less elated with efforts of this kind, 
should take occasion from our LordEs saying, EThe very hairs of your head are all numbered,E to make 
curious inquiry, and search out both the number of hairs in each personEs head, and the cause why one 
has so many, and another so many .... and so persons fancying they had discovered the right number, 
should endeavour to give it a meaning in reference to the teaching which they had devised for their own 
sect : or again, suppose that any one, upon the saying in the Gospel, EAre not two sparrows sold for a 
farthing, and not one of them can fall to the earth without the will of your Father,E should take upon 
him to enumerate the sparrows which are daily taken in this place and that, and in all places, and make 
out the reason why so many were caught yesterday, so many the day before, and again so many today 
and connect the said number of sparrows with his own argument : doth not such an one altogether 
deceive himself, and are not those who agree with him forced along with him into great impiety ? Men 
being always forward in such speculations, that they may obtain the credit of having made out each 
something more than his master. 

"Again, suppose a man should ask us, EDoth not God know the whole number of all things which have 
been and are being made? Did not each of these numbers receive by His providence the amount which 
was suitable to it ?E we of course should assent, nothing ever did or doth come into being without the 
knowledge of God ; that by His providence is assigned to each of them its proper kind, place, number 
and quantity ; that nothing at all ever was or is made vainly or at random, but with great fitness and a 
lofty kind of harmony. Whereupon it would follow, that there was something admirable and truly divine 
in that method, which should be able both to discover and express the said numbers with their proper 
causes. Suppose him then on receiving from us such allowance and consent, to proceed to enumeration 
of the sand and pebbles of the earth, yea, also of the waves of the sea, and the stars of heaven, and to 
invent causes for the number which be fancied himself to have found ; would not his labour be justly 
judged vain by all considerate persons, and he himself bereft of all sense and reason ? And by how much 
he employs himself more than others in inquiries of that kind, and the higher opinion he has of his own 
peculiar inventions, calling others ignorant, and ordinary, and carnal ; so much the rather is be to be 
judged senseless and stupid, like a planet-struck person, making himself equal with God. Yea, by the 



knowledge which be fancies himself to have attained, be surpasses God Himself, and aims his 
speculations higher than the very greatness of His Maker." 

It is plain that the author of this impressive warning did not only fear the fanciful application of natural 
science to the things of God, but also the tendency which it has in itself to make men overweening and 
irreligious. It is plain also that he did not consider this evil tendency sufficiently disproved by that 
constant reference to the final causes of things, on which many now seem apt to rely, as taking out the 
sting of physical studies entirely. His painful intercourse with heresy had taught him, that the fancy of 
possessing rare insight into the purposes of the Author of Nature is almost as great a snare, as the habit 
of contemplating nature without reference to any Author. The very attempt to know allSthe very 
dreaming of such a thingEhe felt was impiety ; a deep sense of our necessary ignorance, and an humble 
acquiescence in it, the only safeguard of the inquisitive ingenious mind. 

(3.) Accordingly, those ancient writers, who have dwelt most on the wisdom of God in the creationEsuch 
as St. Basil, in his Hexaemeron, and St. Ambrose, his imitator, one might almost say, his translatorEhave 
not thought it enough for piety, to urge every where the final causes of things, as disclosed by natural 
philosophy and history, but have also, again and again, admonished their readers, that no laws of nature 
will account for every thing, that the wisest must soon come to a point, where he must stand still, and 
say, "Thus far I seem to trace things, but I can go no farther; I can but make acknowledgment with those 
Egyptian philosophers, EThis is the finger of God.E" 

Thus St. Ambrose, being about to enter on the detail of Creation in the second dayEs work, prefaces his 
remarks with a solemn caution201, 

"not to weigh what should be said by the traditions of philosophy, and its empty deceit, nor to gather up 
persuasive probabilities ; but to choose for their standard the rule of truth as expressed in the oracles of 
the Divine word, and poured into the bosom of the faithful by the contemplation of so high majesty : 
since it is written, EEstablish me in Thy words. The ungodly have propounded unto me discoursesEd i h g 
santoadolesciaz Ebut not after Thy law. All Thy commandments are truth.E 

"It is not, therefore, by the nature of the elements, but by the nature of Christ, who hath done all 
according to His will, abounding in the fulness of His Godhead, that we are to order our thoughts of 
what was made, and our inquiries into that which nature could bring about. Even as in the Gospel, when 
He was curing the leprous, and pouring light anew on the eyes of the blind, the people present and 
beholding His works acknowledged not any course of medical cure, but, in admiration of the LordEs 
power, gave, as it is written, glory to God. Nor was it on calculation of the numbers of the Egyptians, the 
combinations of the heavenly bodies, the proportions of the elements, that Moses stretched forth his 
hand to the division of the Red Sea, but in simple obedience to the commandment of GodEs power. 
Whence also he saith himself, EThy right hand, 0 Lord, hath waxed glorious in power; Thy right hand, 0 
Lord, hath dashed in pieces the enemy.E" 

Concludes St. Ambrose : 

"That way, therefore,that way do ye lift up your minds, ye who form this holy congregation ; and turn 
your whole spirit in that direction. God seeth not as man seeth : GOD looketh on the heart, man on the 
outward appearance. By the same rule, neither doth man see as GOD doth. Thou hearest, that God saw, 
and approved : far be it then from thee to judge by thine eyes of the things which He made, or by thine 
own thoughts to argue concerning them ; rather, what God saw, and approved, see that thou account 
not those things matter of free discussion." 



This by way of general caution. Afterwards, in a question about the conflux of the waters on the third 
day, he gives a specimen of the mode in which ancient piety would silence physical objections. He 
supposes a mere physiologist objecting to the literal truth of the Mosaical statement, that, according to 
the nature of water, it must have found its level before ; it could not need the special divine command. 
St. AmbroseEs answer is, virtually202 : 

"How do you know, that before God gave the command it was the nature of the waters so to glide or 
flow ? For this is a quality which they have of their own, not after the manner of the other elements, but 
special and peculiar; not by any certain order of causes, but by the direct will rather, and operation of 
the Most High God. What He commanded, they hear. Now the Voice of God is that which gives being to 
nature. The actual operation of things was, and is, but the fulfilment of that Word. Presently water 
begins to flow, and to pour itself into one assemblage, having hitherto been diffused over the earth, and 
keeping its place in many different receptacles. I read nothing of its course before ; of its motion, before, 

I learn nothing; mine eye hath not seen, nor mine ear heard. The water was stationary in divers places ; 
at the Voice of God it was put in motion. Doth it not appear that its nature was communicated to it by 
the aforesaid Voice of God ? His creature followed His commandment, and turned His law into an usage. 
Thus the law of His first establishment of things bequeathed them a form to all future time. To conclude 
: He made day and night once for all : from that moment continues the alternation and renewal of each 
of them, throughout so long a time. Even so was the water commanded to run into one assemblage, and 
from thenceforth it does so run" 

This principle obviously applies no less to all the great simple facts in nature : it is the principle of natural 
piety, "things are such, because God made and keeps them such the most skilful analyst, the most 
dextrous combiner of machinery, must come to this at last: and if he would but be content to refer to it, 
and realize his dependence on it, throughout, he would go far towards securing himself from the 
peculiar dangers of his line of study203. 

(4.) But the one great and effectual safeguard against such idolizing of the material world, or rather of 
our own minds acting upon it, is the habit of considering it in that other point of view, to which Christian 
Antiquity would guide us, as earnestly as it would withdraw us from the speculations of the mere 
natural philosopher. I mean the way of regarding external things, either as fraught with imaginative 
associations, or as parabolical lessons of conduct, or as a symbolical language in which God speaks to us 
of a world out of sight : which three might, perhaps, be not quite inaptly entitled, the Poetical, the 
Moral, and the Mystical, phases or aspects of this visible world. 

Of these, the Poetical comes first in order, as the natural groundwork or rudiment of the other two. This 
is indicated by all languages, and by the conversation of uneducated persons in all countries. There is 
every where a tendency to make the things we see represent the things we do not see, to invent or 
remark mutual associations between them, to call the one sort by the names of the other. 

The second, the Moral use of the material world, is the improvement of the poetical or imaginative use 
of it, for the good of human life and conduct, by considerate persons, according to the best of their own 
judgment, antecedent to, or apart from, all revealed information on the subject. 

In like manner, the Mystical, or Christian, or Theological use of it is the reducing it to a particular set of 
symbols and associations, which we have reason to believe has, more or less, the authority of the Great 
Creator Himself. 

Now the first peculiarity of the Fathers® teaching on this head having been shown to be their jealousy of 
the merely scientific use of the external world, the next appears to be their instinctively substituting the 



mystical use in its room; not a merely poetical or a merely moral, but a mystical, use of things visible; 
according to the exposition of the word mystical just above given. 

(5.) To state the matter somewhat differently : If we suppose Poetry in general to mean the expression 
of an overflowing mind, relieving itself, more or less indirectly and reservedly, of the thoughts and 
passions which most oppress it :0on which hypothesis each person will have a Poetry of his own, a set of 
associations appropriate to himself for the works of nature and other visible objects, in themselves 
common to him with others:0if this be so, what follows will not perhaps be thought altogether an 
unwarrantable conjecture ; proposed, as it ought, and is wished to be, with all fear and religious 
reverence. May it not, then, be so, that our Blessed Lord, in union and communion with all His members, 
is represented to us as constituting, in a certain sense, one great and manifold Person, into which, by 
degrees, all souls of men, who do not cast themselves away, are to be absorbed ? and as it is a scriptural 
and ecclesiastical way of speaking, to say, Christ suffers in our flesh, is put to shame in our sins our 
members are part of Him ; so may it not be affirmed that He condescends in like manner to have a 
Poetry of His own, a set of holy and divine associations and meanings, wherewith it is His will to invest 
all material things ? And the authentic records of His will, in this, as in all other truths supernatural, are, 
of course, Holy Scripture, and the consent of ecclesiastical writers. 

(6.) It may be as well here to anticipate an objection, not unlikely to occur on first meeting with the 
above statement. How, it may be asked, are we to know, whether any particular image in an ancient 
Christian writer be properly mystical, or merely moral or poetical ? the momentary flight of some pious 
fancy, the edifying analogy observed by some impressive teacher, or a true token from the Creator of all 
things, given to our senses, of some truth which He would fix in our hearts ? Any given image, on the 
face of it, may be either of these three : how are we to distinguish, with any certainty, the one from the 
other ? 

Now, in the first place, the objection proceeds on the unhappy and untenable supposition, that the 
truth, if we can at all approach it, must be clear and plain to us throughout, and leave nothing 
unaccounted for. Surely there may be in the remains of Antiquity a human and a Divine Mysticism, 
without our being always, or even generally, able to draw the exact line between the two. We ourselves 
may be unworthy to decypher the writing, or our age may have lost the key to it, and yet we may be 
sure that it is, in part at least, a communication from the Source of Truth : and the fact may be most 
desirable for us to know, were it only that we might learn reverence in our way of dealing with the 
subject. 

Is there not something analogous in the case of Holy Scripture itself ? We have reason to think that the 
personal character and circumstances of the several inspired writers was permitted to influence them, 
more or less, in their style and mode of composition. But where, and how far, we can have no exact 
knowledge. It is seldom, if ever, given us to determine, what images were suggested to any Prophet or 
Apostle by his own ordinary experience, and what were immediately prompted by the Holy Ghost. 

If this does not hinder our using the Scriptures to edification, no more need the other prevent our 
profiting by the imagery of the Fathers, in our mode of considering the visible and external world. 

(7.) In effect, however, universal consent will carry us further in this matter, as in many others, than we 
should be apt beforehand to imagine. There is a wonderful agreement among the Fathers, in the 
symbolical meanings, which they assign to most of the great objects in nature ; such an agreement as 
completely negatives the supposition of the whole having sprung from mere poetical association. It 
were against all calculation of probabilities, that so many writers, of various times, nations, and tempers. 



and in such different lines of life, should either light on the same set of figures independently of one 
another, or coincide in imitating any one who had gone before them with no special authority; more 
especially, as many of the symbols are far from possessing, at first sight, that exquisite poetical fitness, 
which would be required, regarding the whole as a matter of taste ; on the contrary, not a few of them 
are blamed, by the disparagers of Antiquity, on this very account, that they are so forced, overstrained, 
and irrelevant, and what classical judges might perhaps call y u c r a . 

Thus they complain, not perceiving that the fact on which they rest, if it were granted, tends on the 
whole to make us suppose a higher origin for the imagery in question, than any manEs poetical or 
imaginative taste. Such writers, for example, as St. Ambrose or St. Cyprian, St. Chrysostom, or St. 
Gregory Nazianzen, who evince in their remains the most vivid sense of poetical delicacy and beauty 
;Ewhen we find them all concurring in the use of symbols, such as have now been described, must we 
not suppose that they drew from a common source, and were guided in their selection by something 
deeper than imaginative delight in the, beauties of nature, and in the exercise of their own ingenuity. 

(8.) The same may be said of the hypothesis (if such should occur to any one) which would make these 
allusions of the old writers merely moral; i. e. so many analogies or similitudes selected by themselves, 
from the course of human life or external nature, to render some truth or precept more forcible and 
vivid. I do not deny that such analogies occur; especially when they are employed, as by St. Basil and St. 
Ambrose, in their Hexaemeron before mentioned, in descanting on the works of Creation. For example, 
we may take St. BasilEs account of a mode which the gardeners bad of correcting the insipid wateriness 
of certain fruits204. 

"Some plant the wild figs close to the cultivated : others bind the fruit of the forest fig to the mild and 
cultivated sort, and so heal its insipidity, the juice of the wilder having the effect of keeping the other 
from melting and falling away. Would you know what this riddle, presented to you by nature, signifies ? 
That we should often do well to resort even to those who are aliens from the faith, and from them 
assume a kind of steady vigour, for the performance of good works. I mean, should you see any one 
either living as a heathen, or separated from the Church by perverse heresy, yet behaving soberly and 
observing discipline generally in his moral conduct, do thou draw more strictly the bands of thine own 
goodness, and so become like the fruitful fig tree, gathering energy to itself from the presence of its wild 
kindred, so as both to stay its fruit from failing, and cherish it more effectually to its full size." 

It is easy to see that St. Basil produces this particular parable as an invention of his own, claiming no 
particular authority for it. And this I call the moral way of symbolizing natural objects. 

At the same time, it may appear from the phrase tisoitoparathzsukhzainigmaboiletai; 
that he was speaking as one himself aware, and among persons who made no question, that every part 
of nature has its appropriate a i n i g m a , if we could but find it out. Now this was an opinion which St. 
Basil was little likely to frame for himself, through excessive indulgence to his own fancy, since be of all, 
the Fathers most earnestly protests against the unrestrained use of allegory. We must then conclude 
that the sacramental or symbolical view of nature which he implies in the last-mentioned clause, had 
been received by him as an acknowledged, truth, not struck out as a speculation of his own. 

In other places indeed he avows it more distinctly : e. g. where he speaks of the heavenly bodies205: 

"If the heaven is, vast beyond the measure of human understanding, what mind then shall have power 
to trace out the nature of the invisible things ? If the sun, which is subject to decay, is so fair, so, large, 
so swiftly moving, yet so regular in fulfilling its courses,Ebeing both for magnitude proportioned to the 
universe, so as not to exceed the due relation to the whole system, and for beauty a sort of clear eye to 



nature, the very ornament of all creation,Eif I say this be a sight of which one can never have too much, 
what must He be for beauty, who is the Sun of Righteousness! If the blind have a loss in not beholding 
this our sun, how great is the sinnerEs loss in being deprived of the True Light." 

Of this epithet, True, thus applied, more will be said by and by; I will but suggest here, that on 
consideration it may possibly be found to involve the whole theory here contended for. 

In the next paragraph, St. Basil speaks thus of the heavenly bodies in general: 

"As the fire is one thing and the lamp another, the one properly having power to enlighten, the other 
made to conduct the light according to our needs ; so were the lights of heaven now framed as a vehicle 
for that purest and unmingled and immaterial light. Even as the Apostle calls certain, 

ELights in the world,E although the True Light of the world is other than they ;Esuch as that by 
participation of It the Saints became lights of the souls whom they disciplined, delivering them from the 
gloom of ignorance:Eso also in the creation was this visible sun, stored with that brightest light, by the 
maker of all, and kindled in the world." 

These, and similar divine parables, so to call them, are evidently introduced in somewhat of a different 
tone from that before quoted about the cultivation of figs, which was introduced expressly and formally 
as a new thing ; whereas these assume a certain familiarity, on the hearerEs part, with the symbolical 
imagery. 

(9.) If one were to call these latter, of the sun and stars, examples of a symbolical or sacramental view of 
nature, it would perhaps be no improper mode of expressing the fact here intended ; viz. that the works 
of God in creation and providence, besides their immediate uses in this life, appeared to the old writers 
as so many intended tokens from the Almighty, to assure us of some spiritual fact or other, which it 
concerns us in some way to know. So far, therefore, they fulfilled half at least of the nature of 
sacraments, according to the strict definition of our Catechism : they were pledges to assure us of some 
spiritual thing, if they were not means to convey it to us. They were, in a very sufficient sense, Verba 
visibilia. 

(10.) This relation of things sensible to spiritual, appears to be indicated by St. Irenaeus, who is the rather 
to be quoted on such a subject, because he seems to be unsuspected of Platonism, or any like forms of 
opinion, such as are supposed to have biassed the Alexandrian school. He states as follows the analogy 
between GodEs visible dealings with us, and His invisible dispensations206. 

"The Word was made the dispenser of the FatherEs grace for the profit of men, on account of whom He 
made so many arrangements; on the one hand shewing God to man, on the other presenting man to 
GOD ; on the one hand maintaining the invisibility of the Father, lest at any time man should, become a 
contemner of God, and that he might always have something to reach after and advance towards ; on 
the other hand, manifesting God to the sight of men by many arrangements, lest man, falling altogether 
away from God, should cease to be. For, the glory of God is a living man, but the life of man is the vision 
of God. And if that manifestation of God which is by the creature, supplies life to all things living upon 
the earth, much more that manifestation of the Father, which is by the Word, supplies life to those who 
have the sight of God." 

This sentiment seems to warrant us in extending to the whole creation the maxim which occurs 
repeatedly in Irenaeus, as concerning the Old Testament. "Nihil enim otiosum, neque vacuum signo, 
apud Deum." The occasions, indeed, on which this saying is introduced, belong either to the types of the 



Law, or the history of the Patriarchs. But the saying itself has a proverbial air which gives it a much wider 
reference. It may seem to answer to that deep sentiment, which appears to run through the 
philosophical works of St. Augustin, and which he has himself expounded in the Book de Libero Arbitrio, 
11.41207. 

As the whole life of the body is the soul, so the happy life of the soul is God. . . And in so much as, it is 
granted us to rejoice in those true and certain goods, gleaming upon us even while yet in this dark 
journey, consider whether this, be not what is written concerning wisdom ;0 Eshe will shew herself to 
them cheerfully in the way, and meet, them with every kind of Providence :E i. e. which ever way thou 
turnest thyself, she speaks to thee by certain traces which she hath impressed upon her works, and 
when thou slippest back to external things, recalls thee by the very forms of those external things. So 
that whatsoever delights thee in the body, and allures thee by the bodily senses, thou mayest perceive 
to be according to certain numbers ; and inquiring its origin, mayest return into thyself, and understand 
that whatever reaches thee by the bodily senses, cannot be to thee an object of approbation or the 
contrary, except thou hast within thee certain laws of beauty, to which thou mayest refer whatever 
seems outwardly fair to thee." 

Then, having given instances in the works of nature and of art, in the beauty of motion and of form, and 
in the science itself of numbers, gradually tracing all to their mysterious origin, God revealing Himself by 
His Word or Wisdom, he breaks out into the following beautiful admonition208 : 

"Woe to those who forsake Thee their guide, and go astray in Thy footsteps; who love Thy beckonings 
instead of Thee, and forget what Thou intimatest by them, 0 Wisdom, most delectable light of the 
purified spirit. For never dost Thou cease to beckon to us, what and how great Thou art, and all beauty 
in Thy creatures is but so many beckonings of Thine." 

Elsewhere, in a vein of stricter argument, he shews how each created thing, in that it is created, is an 
image or symbol of the Most Holy Trinity209. 

All these things then, made as they are by Divine skill, exhibit in themselves both a certain unity, and a 
certain kind, and a certain order. For whatever of these things exists, is first some one thing, such as are 
the frames of bodies, and the intellectual powers of souls : next, it is formed according to a certain kind, 
such as are the figures and qualities of bodies, and the faculties of knowledge or of art, which distinguish 
souls : lastly, it craves or retains a certain order, to which head belong the weights and positions of 
bodies, the appetites and delights of souls. It behoves us therefore, looking at the Creator, Who is 
understood by the things that are made, to form the idea of a Trinity, whereof in each creature, 
according as it is meet, is to be seen some trace." 

(11.) But it is not so much the manner of the Fathers to express their principles of interpretation in set 
statements, as to be continually referring to them, exemplifying them, and variously bringing them out. 
Now there is no need, of course, to prove the abundance of mystical allusion in the early Christian 
writers. It is the very point which has most exposed them to the censure of modern schools. But it may 
be of use to produce some specimens of it, which, if they be fairly selected, and insufficiently explained 
by the general statement above, may so far afford a presumption in its favour. Perhaps it will be as fair 
an experiment as any, if we take the two treatises which have been already cited, the Hexaemeron of St. 
Basil, and that of St. Ambrose : if indeed they can properly be denominated two treatises, the one being 
in many parts but a free translation of the other. 

Their peculiar fitness for such a purpose, lies partly in their subject, and partly in the character of their 
authors. The subject, the history of creation, was one which put them especially on their guard against 



excess of symbolizing, to the disparagement of the historical sense ; as is proved by St. BasilEs earnest 
and repeated protest, cited before in these papers. His habits of thought were moreover of that severe 
and scrupulous cast, which would least suffer the imagination to take liberties. 

The tendency of St. Ambrose, it may be thought, was rather the reverse of St. BasilEs in this respect. But 
he too has several observations, implying that be dared not indulge his own or his hearersE fancy for 
mystical expositions, beyond a certain extent. Comparing the literal meaning to simple fare, which it is 
both charity and good sense to offer, rather than send the guests away hungry; ha says210 : 

"Elisha did not blush to set before them barley loaves : and are we ashamed, when we find things thus 
designated by their simple and proper names, to understand by them simply the things created ? We 
read of Heaven, let us take it to be Heaven : we read of earth, let us understand that earth which bears 
fruit." 

Ambrose then apologised for abiding so much by the letter: Basil strongly reproved those who were for 
wandering from it too widely. Concerning each therefore, it is evident, that when they, did allow 
themselves to allegorize, they were proceeding on some principle, not merely pleasing themselves. The 
one probably would have had more of this sort, the other less, had it not been for the ChurchEs 
recognised line of interpretation. As it is, they furnish between them a list of symbols, which ranges 
through no small portion of created nature. 

(12.) First, we have the sum of this visible world declared to be an index or token of the invisible. 
Observes St. Ambrose211, 

"Some understand the word, Ebeginning,E in the first verse of Genesis, not in reference to time, but 
before time : as meaning the chief point, or head, as if one should say in Latin, summa operis ; heaven 
and earth being the sum of all visible things. And visible things seem to bear relation, not only to the 
fitting up of this world, but also to the setting forth of things invisible, and to furnish a sort of argument 
of the things which are not seen ; according to the saying in the Prophet, EThe Heavens declare the glory 
of God, and the firmament sheweth His handywork.E After whom the Apostle, in other words, but in the 
same sentiment, winds up his discourse, saying, EThat the invisible things of Him are understood by the 
things which are made.E For we readily think of Him as the Author of angels, and dominations, and 
powers, by the moving power of whose Word this world, so beautiful, was caused to be out of nothing, 
not having before existed." 

(13.) As to particulars : the arch of the sky212 is a canopy spread over the tents and dwellings of the 
saints. This, in reference to its form : and then, in reference to the material of which the canopy of the 
tabernacle in the desert was made, the sky again is a scroll, whereon are written "the names of those 
many, who have attained ChristEs favour by their faith and devotion ; to whom it is said, ERejoice, 
because your names are written in heaven.E" 

The flight and hovering of birds, again, is a token that there are Powers in heaven above who watch our 
proceedings in this world. Hence a well-known saying of our LordEs is by St. Ambrose213 as follows : 

"EThe birds of heaven do behold the face of My Father which is in heaven.E And the clause, EBirds 
around the firmament of heaven,E intimates that the Powers which are in that visible space, behold all 
things in this region, and have all brought under the observation of their eyes." 

The waters flowing into the sea, are the people gathered into the Church Of Christ214. Says St. 
Ambrose, 




"The water knows how to be gathered, how to shrink and flee away, when God gives the word.... Let us 
be like this water, let us recognise one congregation of the Lord, one only Church .... To us also it hath 
been said, ESLet the water be gathered from every valley,l2l and there hath ensued a spiritual gathering, 

and one people : the Church hath been replenished from among the heretics and heathens.This is 

the Church which hath been Efounded upon the seas, and prepared upon the floods.0 For upon you it is 
established and prepared, who, like rivers run down into it, clean from a pure fountain : concerning 
which it is said, 0The floods have lift up, 0 Lord ; the floods have lift up their voice through the sound of 
many waters.0 And it goes on, 0Wonderful are the swellings of the sea ; wonderful is the Lord in His high 
places.0 Good rivers are ye for ye have drunk of that eternal and full fountain, wherein He flows who 
saith to you, 0He that believeth on Me, as the Scripture saith, out of his belly shall flow rivers of living 
water.0" 

In pursuance of this thought, the sound of the sea is the Church service215. 

"What else is that concert of waves but a kind of concert of the people ? For which cause it is a true 
similitude, which is commonly made of the sea to a Church, first receiving or swallowing by all its 
porches certain waves of people entering in long array, then in the prayer of the whole congregation 
sounding as with refluent waves, when in harmony to the responsories of the Psalms an echo is made, a 
breaking of waves by the chanting of men and women, of virgins and children." 

(14.) Herbs again, and flowers, are the life and body of man. Says St. Basil216 : 

"When thou seest a blade of grass or a flower, let it guide thee to the thought of human nature, 
remembering the image of the wise Prophet Isaiah, 0AII flesh is grass and all the glory of man as the 
flower of grass.0" 

But this of course is too obvious to need dwelling on. 

Tares and weeds are false principles : not every kind of sin, but wrong and perverse teaching. Remarks 
the same St. Basil217 : 

"Such spurious seeds are produced not by any change the seed-corn, but subsist by an origin of their 
own, having an appropriate kind. Yea, and they fulfil the image of those who adulterate the doctrines of 
the Lord, and in no genuine way become disciples of His word, but rather are corrupted by the teaching 
of the Evil One, yet mingle themselves with the healthful body of the Church." 

The smell of flowers is the odour of sanctity. Exclaims St. Ambrose218 : 

"How great is the beauty of a well-stored field! What fragrance! What sweetness! What satisfaction to 
those who till it! How impossible to express it worthily, were we to use our own language! But we have 
certain testimonies Scripture, wherein we see that the fragrance of a field is compared to the blessing 
and grace of the Saints ; as saith holy Isaac, 0The smell of my son is like the smell of a field.0" 

Thorns on roses betoken the sting of pleasant sins, as says St. Basil219 : 

"The rose at first beginning was thornless, but afterwards to the beauty of the flower the thorn also was 
superinduced ; that close to the delightfulness of pleasure we might have pain besetting us in every 
case, remembering sin, on account of which the earth was sentenced to put forth to us thorns and 
thistles." 


Grafting, in its several forms, is moral and devotional improvement. Says St. Basil220 : 




"Let no one therefore, as yet living in evil, cast himself away in despair, knowing that as husbandry alters 
the qualities of plants, so the training of the soul according to virtue is capable of mastering every sort of 
distemperature." 

The myrica, or tamarisk, is the plant chosen by the Spirit through Jeremiah, as an emblem of a double 
mind : for "as such persons," says St. Ambrose221, "are every where at call, at once professing, with the 
good, kindness and simplicity, and connecting themselves as closely as possible with the worst of men : 
so also these shrubs, by a contradictory kind of rule, grow both in watery and in desert places." 

The palm is the chosen type of eternal purity. 

"[Other evergreens222]Ethe olive, [for instance,] and the pineEnever put off their apparel ; yet, 
however, they often change their leaves, which, keep the tree clothed in beauty, not by perpetual 
continuance, but by uninterrupted succession. But the palm remains ever green by the preservation and 
enduring, not the changeful succession, of its leaves. The very first which it put forth, it retains without 
substitution or fresh supply. Do thou then, 0 man, become like unto it, that to thee also it may be said, 
EThis thy stature is like unto a palm-tree.E Preserve the verdure of thy child hood, and of that natural 
innocence, which thou didst receive in the beginning : that, planted as thou art beside the rivers of 
waters, thou mayest have thy fruit prepared in thy season, and thy leaf may not fall. This verdure of 
ever-flourishing grace the Church having attained in Christ, saith, Eln His shadow I sat down with earnest 
desire.E This gift of verdure in the first instance the Apostles also received, that as no leaf of theirs could 
ever fall away, so their very shadow should be the healing of the sick." 

(15.) Proceeding to the works of the fourth day, we have another set of well-known symbols. The Sun, 
the greater light, is our Lord; the Moon, the lesser light, the Church. St. Ambrose tells us223 : 

"EHe appointed the moon for certain seasons, and the Sun knoweth his going down.E This place appears 
to be commonly understood in a mystical sense concerning Christ and His Church : i. e. of our LordEs 
recognising His own death and passion in the body, when He said, EFather the hour is come, do Thou 
glorify Thy Son :E that by such His setting He might give eternal life to all, who till then were oppressed 
with the setting of perpetual death ; that His Church might have her certain seasons, of persecution, 
namely, and of peace. For, like the moon, she seems to fail, but fails not indeed. She may be 
overshadowed, fail she cannot. Thus in persecutions some indeed depart, and cause her to wane, but it 
is in order to her being replenished by the confessions of martyrs ; and blood shed for Christ makes her 
bright with its triumphs, and her full orb pours forth more abundantly the glory of her devotion and 
faith. For the moon is subject to a diminution of her light, not of her orb ... as may be easily seen when 
the air is pure and transparent." 

A little after he adds224 : 

This is the true moon, which, from the never-failing light of her brother borrows for herself the lustre of 
immortality and grace. For the Church shineth not with her own but with Our SaviourEs light, and draws 
to herself splendour from the Sun of Righteousness, that her word may be, Elt is no longer I that live, 
but Christ liveth in me.E" 

The Saints are stars in this mystical heaven, as we have seen, in a passage from St. Basil. 

The four quarters of the heaven again have their part in this sacred and universal language. What the 
east stands for is well known : and St. Ambrose, from a passage in Canticles, tells us that the south is the 
region of the Church225. 



"Tell me, Thou whom my soul loveth, where Thou feedest, where Thou abidest in the south : [i. e. as he 
explains it,] in the region of the Church, where righteousness shines forth, where judgment is dazzling as 
the noon-day, where no shadow is seen, where the days are longer, because the Sun of Righteousness 
abides in them more continually, as in the summer months." 

And the east and south being interpreted, we know of course the probable interpretations of the two 
opposite regions ; which however shall not be dwelt on here, as they do not occur in the treatises now 
under consideration. 

(16.) Of the many instances which might be specified from among the works of the two remaining days, 
it will be enough only to mention three : two of them remarkable as having been constantly employed, 
by poets and moralists, to represent some portion of those truths, by association with which the Church 
has made them Mysteries. St. Basil uses the silkworm as an evidence or token of the Resurrection226. 

"You, who disbelieve St. Paul, concerning the change when our bodies shall be raised, what say you on 
beholding so many of the inhabitants of the air, how they change their forms ? As we are told 
concerning that horned Indian worm, that it first changes into a grub, then goes on and becomes a 
chrysalis, and neither in this form does it abide, but decks itself with broad and light pinions. When ye 
women, therefore, sit carding out the produce of their work, I mean the threads which the Seres export 
to us for the manufacture of soft garments, I would have you take it as a manifest hint of the 
Resurrection, and not disbelieve the change which Paul announces to all men." 

Again, St. Ambrose sanctions the image, now almost trivial among us, of the turtle dove, as representing 
chaste and holy widowhood. Says he227: 

"The Law of God, hath selected the turtle as a gift of chaste and pure sacrifice. In fact, when our Lord 
was circumcised, this was the offering : Ea pair of turtle doves, or two young pigeons.® For this is the 
true sacrifice of Christ : bodily chastity, and spiritual grace. Chastity is associated with the turtle, grace 
with the pigeon. For it is said that when the turtle has been widowed by the loss of her proper mate, she 
refuses to pair any more .... See how great is the grace of widowhood, which is honoured even in birds." 

One instance more may be mentioned, taken from among quadrupeds. The wolf is with St. Ambrose, as 
in Holy Scripture, the appropriate symbol of the Evil One, wasting the Church or besetting it. Upon this 
he observes (assuming common notions to be true)228: 

If a wolf sees a man before he is seen, the sight takes away the manEs voice ; but if he feel that the man 
saw him first, it takes away his fierceness, and he is unable to give chace.... Do beasts then know how to 
seek what shall profit them ; and art thou, 0 man, ignorant of thy proper helps ? Knowest thou not how 
to take away the courage of the Adversary, that as a wolf seen first he may not escape thee, that thine 
eye may discern his perfidy, and thou mayest be beforehand with him, and stay the course of his 
words,Eblunt his audacity and sharpness of disputation. Whereas, if he anticipate thee, be takes away 
thy voice. . . . Again, if a wolf rise up against thee, take a stone, and he flies. Thy stone [of defence] is 
Christ. Betake thee to Christ, and the wolf flies, nor shall be be able to confound thee." 

Thus even popular and legendary sayings, on matters at first sight farthest from religion, were made to 
convey high lessons, and remind men of sacred duties. 

(17.) Perhaps this exemplification of the mystical use of all GodEs works, in the order of their creation, 
may be not unfitly crowned with mention of that Image of God, which, as St. Augustin explains, both in 
his books on the Trinity and in the City of God, man bears in his mind, even in every thought of it. Thus 



he speaks, in the later and more highly finished of the two works just mentioned :Eafter pointing out 
bow in all His creatures, and especially in the threefold division of knowledge, which even Gentile 
Philosophy acknowledged, God had left covert traces of the Father who made all, the Son by whom all 
were made, the Holy Spirit, or impersonated goodness, for whom all were made ;Ehe proceeds to 
say229 : 

"And we even within ourselves acknowledge a certain image of God, even of that most High Trinity, at 
unspeakable distance indeed, yet such, that nothing among GodEs creatures is by nature more akin to 
Him ; and we expect yet a new creation, to bring it very near to Him by resemblance also. For, first, we 
are : secondly, we are conscious of being : thirdly, we delight in this our being and consciousness . . . 
230These three we hold for certain of our own ; we trust not for them to other peopleEs testimony ; we 
ourselves feel them present, and discern them by an inward and most infallible kind of sight. 

"Because therefore we are men, made after the image of Him who created us, to whom appertains True 
Eternity, Eternal Truth, Love both Eternal and True; and He is the very Trinity, Eternal and True, and 
Beloved, neither confounded, nor separated : in those things of course which are beneath us, feeling as 
we do, that they neither could at all exist, nor be contained under any idea, nor either seek or maintain 
any order, except they were made by Him who in the highest sense Is, in the highest sense is Wise, in 
the highest sense is Good : let us trace out His footsteps, so to call them, impressed on all the things 
which He hath made, though on some more, on some less ; but in ourselves contemplating the Image of 
Him, even as that younger son in the Gospel, let us arise and return to ourselves, in order that we may 
return to Him, from whom by transgression we had withdrawn ourselves. There our being shall no 
longer incur death ; nor our knowledge error; nor our love, disappointment231." 

(15.) Yet further : as the soul of man appears to be, in this sense, an image of the Most Holy and 
Undivided Trinity, so his body is divinely adapted to the expression of the several virtues and graces, 
which God would new-create in him. St. Ambrose, in the end of his treatise so often referred to, has 
worked out this idea in considerable detail. He says232 : 

"The Forehead is an image of the soul, speaking in the countenance ; it is a sort of ground or tablet of 
Faith, on which day by day the Name of the Lord is inscribed and retained233." 

Again, alluding to the Kiss of Peace in the Holy Communion234, he says: 

"By the Lips, Piety and Charity are pledged, the faithful affection of entire love is expressed." 

Again235 : 

"The Hand is that whereby we both work and dispense divine mysteries : by the name whereof the Son 
of God did not scorn to be designated, where David says, EThy right Hand, 0 Lord, hath wrought mightily 
: Thy right Hand, 0 Lord, hath exalted me.E" 

Thus he makes the Hand the symbol of active devotion. 

Lastly, the Foot by the same statement236 expresses humility and diligent obedience. 

(19.) Upon these examples, taken collectively, one or two observations may be made. 

First, it will have been seen that the great majority of them, the most important, and those of which the 
writers speak most positively, are gathered out of Holy Scripture itself ; a circumstance which singly 
would afford some presumption, that in the rest of their imagery, not so immediately Scriptural, they 



did not altogether indulge their own private fancies. 


Again : if the figures used by any writer appear at first sight irreconcileable with those used by another, 
or by himself elsewhere : this also may be paralleled in Scripture, and in both will generally admit of 
explanations by tracing the original allusion a little farther back. E. g. Water, as is well known, is the o i k 
e i o n , the choice image, both in Scripture and in the FatherEs to express GodEs Holy Spirit 
communicated to His Church. But St. Ambrose, as we have seen, makes the same waters the emblem of 
ChristEs people flowing into the Church : as St. Cyprian237 had done before him, where he teaches that 
the water in the Eucharistical cup is the token of the Christian people. But these two meanings are not 
inconsistent, if we conceive the Blessed Spirit to be graciously identifying Himself with the people whom 
He sanctifies ; representing the change wrought in them as so entire, that henceforth they, the whole 
being of each of them, may be considered as effects and gifts from Him. Or, if no such explanation 
occurred, still the incongruity would not be greater than that which is found in the different applications 
of this same symbol of water in the Holy Scripture itself : comparing, e. g. that living Water, which 
represents the Unspeakable Gift, with the waters on which the mystical Babylon sate, representing 
"nations, and kindreds, and peoples, and tongues." 

(20.) Thirdly, It may seem strange that some of these mystical allusions should be grounded on fable, 
not on fact : that to the Phoenix238, for example, and to the conception of the Vulture239 without a 
mate (which is alleged in association with the Immaculate Conception). And the scorn is inexpressible, 
with which the old ecclesiastical writers, from St. Clement of Rome downwards, have been visited, 
among modern critics, on this ground especially. 

But in the first place, these supposed facts, many of them,- are brought forward not merely as 
providential intimations of mysterious Truths, but as arguments also from analogy, to silence gainsayers. 
St. Clement, for example, says in effect, "You believe this history of the Phoenix ; why should a 
resurrection be thought incredible by you ?" It is clear that the force of this depends not on the absolute 
truth of the statement, but on its general acceptance by those to whom he was addressing himself. 

Further; this also is one of those topics on which objectors had need look well to themselves, lest they 
find that unawares they have been dealing irreverently with the undoubted Word of God. What are we 
to make, on their principle, of the inspired direction to go to the ant, consider her ways, and imitate her 
forethought, now that , it appears to be held among naturalists, that the common notion of that 
insectEs frugality is no better than a common error240 ? Whatever account can be given of that passage 
in Scripture, may be given, apparently, of like allegations, now found erroneous, in the writings of the 
Fathers. 

(21.) Lastly, no doubt a considerable number of the above cited instances of Mysticism in things visible, 
will appear to some very cold, strained, and unnatural. Of these, however, not a few will be found, on 
closer examination, to be no more than developments, applications, or extensions, of imagery 
authorized by Scripture itself, or by the Universal Church. And even where that cannot be made to 
appear, it is dangerous surely so to assume the contrary, as to indulge any light disrespectful thoughts of 
such similitudes or associations, or of the writers who pointed them out ; considering how many such 
things may unquestionably be found in GodEs own Word, which, if we lighted upon them in any other 
book, we should be tempted to treat with the same kind of disrespect. Here, as in every part of our 
patristical studies, it may be well to bear in mind the dream of Jacob, that we may not to our fear and 
shame have to awake by and by, and say, "Surely the Lord was with us in so many places, betokened by 
so many of His creatures, and we knew it not, but treated the thought unworthily." 



§ vii. Warrant of Scripture for the Mystical View of Things Natural. 


(1.) Enough, it is presumed, has been said on this subject, so far as mere illustration of the fact goes. The 
store of examples which has been adduced from two brief treatises only, the one by St. Basil, the other 
by St. Ambrose, on the six daysE work of creation, must be enough to shew any attentive student, that if 
the Fathers were wrong in this matter, they were most perseveringly and obtrusively wrong. If the 
principle of Mystical Interpretation be at all an unhealthy symptom, it is so, not as a local evil, but as a 
constitutional taint. 

But it will be the object of this section to give some reasons for believing that such use of external things 
was intended by the Almighty from the beginning of the Creation; reasons taken from Scripture, and to 
be illustrated perhaps hereafter by the apparent ways of GodEs Providence, in preparing mankind for 
Gospel Truth. 

(2.) First, then, attention is desired to the use of the word a I h q i n o z , True ; in the New Testament. It 
will be found very significant, and to some may appear almost decisive, on the point now under 
consideration. 

Careful readers, of the Epistle to the Hebrews more especially, must have noticed how the things of the 
Christian Dispensation, as distinct from those of the Jewish, are characterized by this epithet, a I h q i n a 
. Thus our Saviour is designated astvnagiwnleitourgoz,kaithzalhqinhz,"a Minister of 
the Sanctuary, and of the True Tabernacle." And afterwards the holy places made with bands are spoken 
of as merely antitupatvnalhqinvn, "Figures of theTrue241." The word has evidently a relative 
signification : it implies the substance in opposition to the shadow ; answering perhaps most exactly to 
"real" in the language of the present day. And this agrees well enough with the classical use of it: e. g. in 
AristotleEs Ethics242 : "To be well and rightly framed by Nature towards the pursuit of the best end, 
must be, if such a thing exist, hteleiakaialhqinheufuia, perfect and real excellence of Nature 
implying evidently that there were spurious qualities, claiming that name improperly. And again, in 
the same author243, "In our reasonings on practical matter, general statements are koinoteroi, 
Emore comprehensive,E but particular ones are alhqinweroi, Ehave more of reality in them.E" So 
Demosthenes speaks offiloialhqinoi, "true friends244," and Polybius245 ofalhqinhpaideia 
, "true discipline," as opposed to pretences of extraordinary warmth of affection, or skill in training. 

Such also will be found to be the force of the word in the LXX answering most frequently to the Hebrew 

substantive_much in the same usage as the substantive a I h q e i a , which, by the confession of all 

commentators, more especially in St. John, means the antitype as opposed to the type : "The Word 
dwelt among us, full of Grace and Truth "Grace and Truth came by Jesus Christ "They that worship 
Him, must worship Him in Spirit and in Truth "Ye shall know the Truth and the Truth shall make you 
free "I am the Way, and the Truth, and the Life "When the Spirit of Truth is come, He shall guide you 
into all Truth." In all these places, and in others similar to them, the exposition of Theophylact seems to 
be generally received, "The word, Truth, may be understood by way of contrast to the old figures or 
types, which were not the T ruth, oitinezoukhsanalhqeia. 

With this notion on our rninds of the force of a I h q e i a and its kindred words, let us proceed to, 
examine such places as the following : "That was the True Light, tofvztoalhqinon, which 
lighteneth every man that cometh into the world "I am the True Vine, hampelozhalhqinh 
Eand My Father is the Husbandman Moses gave you not that Bread from Heaven, but My Father 
giveth you the True Bread from Heaven :tonartonektououranoutonalhqinon:" "If ye 
have not been faithful in the unrighteous Mammon, who will commit to your trust the True Riches ?" t o 



alhqinontizumindwsei; "who will give you that which is real and true, not merely pretence 
and shadow ?" 

On these and the like places it seems natural to inquire, If the mention of the True Sanctuary, the True 
Tabernacle, the True Holy Place, leads us to think of those particulars, at least in the Jewish economy 
and ritual, as shadowy and typical of things far more real, far more perfect than themselves : does not 
the mention of the True Vine, the True Light, the True Riches, tend in the same manner to encourage a 
notion, that the external and visible objects, so referred to, have their counterpart in a world out of 
sight, wherein things exist in some manner secret to us, but as much more substantial and excellent 
than the mode of their being here, as the things of the Gospel and Church of Christ are better than those 
of the Law and Tabernacle of Moses ? As it was not possible for a thoughtful believing person, having 
once heard of the True Tabernacle, to consider that which stood in the wilderness as any other than an 
unreal figure of the true ; so when the Holy Spirit had spoken to men of the True Light, faithful hearers 
must have learned thenceforth to have far other and higher associations with this light which we see, 
than they could have had otherwise. They know that it is now but a faint earthly shadow of a radiance as 
much more real than itself, as it is purer and more unspeakably glorious. And so of the other instances, 
in which the same form of speaking is implied. 

But further: as the mention of the Sanctuary and Tabernacle, the Ark and certain other particulars, must 
of course lead reflecting minds, even without further information, to the surmise, that in regard likewise 
of other points not specified, and in short in its whole range and detail, the Jewish economy was typical 
of the Christian ; so when the True Light and the True Vine are named, we are naturally carried on to say 
to ourselves, "What, if the whole scheme of sensible things be figurative ? What, if all a i s q h t a answer 
to n o h t a in the same kind of way as these which are expressly set down ? What, if these are but a 
slight specimen of one great use which Almighty God would have us make of the external world, and of 
its relation to the world spiritual?" 

Certainly the form itself of speaking, with which these symbols are introduced would seem to imply 
some such general rule : "That was the True Light;" "I am the True Vine;" "who will give you the True 
Riches?" taking for granted in a manner the fact, that there was somewhere in the nature of things a 
true counterpart of these ordinary objects,0a substance, of which they were but unreal shadows,Band 
only informing us in each case, with authority, what that counterpart and substance was. 

Should it further appear, that among those to whom the Scriptures were addressed, there existed a 
feeling or opinion, call it poetical or philosophical, or let it have been a mere popular fancy, that such a 
connexion as this language seems to point to really exists between the worlds visible and invisible; the 
argument for the proposed interpretation of the word alhqinon , would seem to be so far strengthened. 
We may reason here as about real possession by Daemons. The more popular the opinion, the less likely, 
surely, to and countenance in the language of inspiration, if it were an error. 

Now it would seem, that to one large class at least, of those to whom the writings of St. John were at 
first addressed,Elthe Hellenistical Jews, of Alexandria,0this doctrine of correspondence between things 
seen and unseen was familiar and very acceptable. 

(3.) But not to pursue this topic further at present; let it be considered, whether there are not, on the 
face of Scripture itself, other obvious appearances in its favour. In the first place, there is the broad fact, 
that the revealed oracles deal so largely, I had almost said so unreservedly, in symbolical language taken 
from natural objects : and next, what is equally obvious, that the chosen vehicle for the most direct 
divine communications has always been that form of speech, which most readily adopts and invites such 




imagery ; viz. the Poetical. These are undeniable and surely most significant circumstances, and hardly 
to be accounted for by the sayings of those, who would reduce all Mysticism to the mere workings of 
human fancy. Let us reflect, distinctly and at large, on each of them. 

And first, as to the symbolical language of Scripture, is there not something very striking, to a thoughtful 
reverential mind, in the simple fact of such language occurring there at all ? This is not meant of merely 
metaphorical and figurative language, expressing one human and temporal matter by another; but the 
case intended is, when truths supernatural are represented in Scripture by visible and sensible imagery. 
Consider what this really, comes to. The Author of Scripture is the Author of Nature. He made His 
creatures what they are, upholds them in their being, modifies it at His will, knows all their secret 
relations, associations, and properties. We know not how much there may be, far beyond mere 
metaphor and similitude, in His using the name of any one of His creatures, in a translated sense, to 
shadow out some thing invisible. But thus far we may seem to understand, that the object thus spoken 
of by Him is so far taken out of the number of ordinary figures of speech, and resources of language, and 
partakes thenceforth of the nature of a Type. 

For what is it, wherein our idea of a Scriptural Type differs from that of a mere illustration or analogy ? It 
appears to lie chiefly in these two things : first, that the event or observance itself, to which we annex 
the figurative meaning, was ordered, we know, from the beginning, with reference to that meaning : 
next, that the ideas having been once associated with each other, by authority of GodEs own Word, 
reverential minds shall never thereafter be able to part with that association ; the sign will to them 
habitually prove a remembrance and token of the thing signified : and this also must have been 
intended in the first sanctioning of the type, being the inevitable result, in all minds that fear God, and 
watch for the signs of His presence. Thus AbrahamEs sacrifice of Isaac, for example, had it been related 
only by Josephus, might well have been used by way of similitude or comparison to illustrate the 
sacrifice of GodEs only begotten Son on the same mountain, two thousand years after: but it is not clear 
that we could have positively called it a Type. 

That which warrants us in doing so, is the constant interpretation of the Church, confirming the thought 
which would naturally enter into good and considerate hearts on reading of it, in the Scriptures. 

Now let us transfer this notion of a Type, from historical events related in Scripture, to such allusions as 
are now in questionEallusions to the works of nature, and the outward face of things. There also the 
same distinction is clearly conceivable. Let an uninspired poet or theologian be never so ingenious in his 
comparisons between earthly things and heavenly, we cannot build any thing upon them ; there is no 
particular certainty, much less any sacredness in them : but let the same words come out of the mouth 
of God, and we know that the resemblance was intended from the beginning, and intended to be 
noticed and treasured up by us ; it is therefore very nearly the case of a Type properly so called. 

We read, for example, that Christ "Was the True Light which lighteneth every man that cometh into the 
world." This, perhaps, in some part of its sense, might be an image not unlikely to have occurred to an 
earthly orator, and we might have profited by it, as expressive and edifying, and there would be an end 
:Ebut now we are informed by it, that even in the first creation of the material light, God had respect to 
this our spiritual Light; the one was designedly formed to be an image of the other; and such an image 
as believers should recognise, having their attention drawn to the resemblance by the Word of God 
Himself. May we not then apply the same term in this case as in the former, and may we not say that 
the Light visible is a natural Type of God manifesting Himself by His Son, as Isaac on the mountain was 
an historical Type of our Lord yielding Himself to the death of the Cross? 



(4.) Now if there were in the Book of God but one such image taken from the works of nature, it might 
cause in thoughtful minds a serious apprehension, that other cases might exist, of a like intended 
resemblance between the worlds visible and invisible, though none of them were as yet clearly and 
expressly declared to us. Our natural tendency to express things unseen by what we see, would seem to 
have acquired a real though slight sanction and warrant from above : and we might without irreverence 
begin to speculate (if the word may be used,) on other possible associations and mysterious meanings. 

Indeed we should be almost driven to such speculations, in the case supposed, of earthly and heavenly 
Light. The idea of Light necessarily implies that of its opposite, Darkness ; and naturally, to beings 
framed and conditioned as we are, it implies also the ideas, of morning and evening, sun, moon, and 
stars, shadow and sunshine, twilight increasing and decreasing, and many others : for all which, many 
would be inclined to imagine counterparts in the spiritual world, after they had been once made aware 
that the Light itself was intended to be typical. 

Now, on further examination of the Scriptures, they would find these their anticipations verified. They 
would find that as Light was the regular symbol of Him, by whom the Father is manifested, who is God 
of God, Light of Light, the Word who hath declared the Invisible ; so is the Sun in the heavens the 
scriptural token of the Word Incarnate, "coming forth as a bridegroom out of His chamber, and rejoicing 
as a Giant to run His course." They would find the condition of the world without Christ represented as 
"darkness covering the earth, and gross darkness the people the dawnings of His manifestation, when 
incarnate but yet unborn, compared to the morning twilight or "dayspring from on high and the 
severe trials and apparent failures of the faith, which are to be expected even under ,the Gospel 
dispensation, these they would find compared to an evening twilight, endeavouring to prevail, but 
overcome by the sun which never sets : as we read, "At evening time there shall be light." 

Other passages would shew them, the Moon as the chosen emblem of mortal imperfect human nature, 
reflecting more or less of the Light which flows from Christ, less in the Synagogue, more in the Church of 
the Now Testament: and again the stars, as lesser, lights, Patriarchs, Apostles, Bishops, such as are any 
how employed in turning many to righteousness. Eclipses, rainbows, and other phenomena might be 
added. 

(5.) But if the one idea of light and darkness, with their various relations and modifications, were found 
thus, from beginning to end, allegorized, not by our imaginations, but by Scripture itself ;Eone might 
reasonably conclude the like in the case also of the other great and leading parts and attributes of the 
material world : one might without presumption infer details and particulars, where express, Scripture 
gave only the general and comprehensive statement. Thus if we only found the Church called generally, 
the Vineyard of the Lord, His pleasant field, and the like, we might reason on the processes of 
cultivation, the marks of a good or unwholesome stock, the tokens of wrath and favour though we 
nowhere read such parables as those of Isaiah and our Lord, developing the idea with authority. 

If one of two contraries were clearly Symbolical, the other would be understood to be so likewise : if 
good seed and noble vines are GodEs obedient and accepted ones, there would be no need to tell us 
that weeds and thorns and tares are the children of the Wicked One. 

Where two things are by nature inevitably and inseparably related to each other, if Scripture give us the 
spiritual force of the one, it should seem hardly possible to avoid inferring that of the other. Thus if 
GodEs regenerate ones, taken separately, are as good seeds cast into the ground, the loaf which comes 
of that good seed, stands naturally for the same persons formed into one Church or company : an 
imagination proved to be a verity by the double offering sanctioned in GodEs law, first of ears of corn. 



afterwards of consecrated loavesEand this, (to anticipate another part of our subject) is an example of 
the manner in which GodEs ancient ritual gives apparent sanction to the symbolical use of things 
natural. 

(6.) Now considering to what an extent nature (so to speak,) delights in pairs, and groupings, and 
relations; how "one thing," as the son of Sirach observes, is every where set against another how 
impossible it is to find an object single and uncombined with all others, or to limit the extent of the 
associations and connexions, which manifest themselves one after another, when we set about tracing 
any one of the works of creation, through all its influences and aspects on the rest; it ought not perhaps 
to seem over strange, if the symbolical and mystical use of any one thing were thought to imply the 
possibility at least of a similar use and bearing in all things. 

And this presumption will evidently be strengthened, as the instances which Holy Scripture furnishes 
multiply, and as we find, on more and more acquaintance with it, that its typical allusions are more 
developed, and come out on its surface, as stars meet the eye more abundantly, when we continue 
gazing for any time on what seemed at first merely a space of open sky. St. Augustine appears to have 
been particularly gifted with the power of discerning this kind of holy imagery. It is really, wonderful, as 
one reads his descants, on the Psalms more especially, how many allusions he detects and brings out, 
with more or less ingenuity in the particular instance ; so that it must require, one would think, a mind 
prepossessed altogether with dislike of the principle of Mysticism, not to be carried away with him. But 
even without stopping to discern these more latent allusions, it should seem that on the very surface of 
Scripture so many of the chief visible objects are invested with spiritual meanings, that to affirm the 
same of the whole world of sense ought not to sound too hard a saying. The symbols which are 
mentioned are almost enough to make up between them "a new heaven and a new earth," and to 
complete the proof, that "the first heaven and the first earth" are to be regarded both generally and in 
their parts, as types and shadows of those which are out of sight. 

On this head there appears something instructive in the circumstance that the phrase just referred to, "a 
new heaven and a new earth," occurs both in the Old and in the New Testament at the very conclusion 
of a great body of Prophecy246, in the course of which the imagery of the visible world has been, one 
may say, unreservedly employed to represent the scenes and transactions of the invisible one. That is, 
after the devout mind has been accustomed in detail to associations of that kind, comes in the most 
comprehensive phrase that could be employed, apparently confirming, by the CreatorEs authority, the 
view of creation, thus become familiar. Perhaps it adds something to the argument, that in the second 
instance the phrase occurs within a few sentences of the conclusion of the whole Bible. 

(7.) Nominalists however of various classes are ready enough with their solutions of these appearances. 
They say, "it is the imperfection of language ; the Almighty Himself condescending to employ human 
words and idioms, could no otherwise convey ideas of the spiritual world, than by images and terms 
taken from objects of sense." Or again, "it is the genius of Orientalism : if God vouchsafed to address the 
men of any particular time or country, He would adopt the modes of speech suited to that time and 
country." Or "the whole is mere poetical ornament, the vehicle of moral or historical truth, framed to be 
beautified and engaging in its kind, in mere indulgence to the infirmity of human nature." 

But as to the particular point in question, would it not be enough to say, in answer to all these 
statements together, that even if granted in fact, they fail as explanations? since the question would 
immediately occur, Who made Language, or Orientalism, or Poetry, what they respectively are ? Was it 
not One, who knew beforehand that He should adopt them one day, as the channel and conveyance of 
His truth and His will to mankind ? Surely, reason and piety teach us, that GodEs providence prepared 



language in general, and especially the languages of Holy Scripture, and the human styles of its several 
writers, as fit media through which his supernatural glories and dealings might be discerned: and if they 
be so formed as necessarily to give us notions of a certain correspondence between the supernatural 
and the visible, we can hardly help concluding that such notions were intended to be formed by us ; 
except there be some direct text, or strong analogy of faith, against it. 

(8.) It is not very easy to see what is gained by the very rigorous mode of interpretation, which some 
would apply to the phraseology of the Bible. Illustrations, they say, and analogies, are never to be 
pressed a hairEs breadth further than the least which the context itself, and the turn of the reasoning or 
sentiment, makes absolutely necessary. We must never be contented till we have exhausted them, as 
nearly as possible, of all supernatural meaning : just as the same people count it an axiom, that in 
historical narratives there must be as few miracles, and in Church ceremonies as few sacraments, as 
may be. 

These rules hardly approve themselves to natural piety, which is ever anxious to trace God as near at 
hand as it can, alike in His words and in His works. Neither do they well agree with the manner in which 
the Old Testament is commented on in the New, nor with the sort of expansion and development in 
detail, which subsequent passages not seldom furnish, of an idea only just thrown out at first. In short, it 
seems equally absurd to say, on the one band, that the minimum of mystical sense is always to be 
preferred, as it would be on the other, always to be trying to extract as much of it as ever we can 
:0equally absurd, and perhaps not quite so reverential. Surely it will always be a question of degree, not 
so much how far each sensible image has some spiritual meaning, as how far we are able to extract that 
meaning with any sort of certainty or satisfaction ; saving, as was just now said, the analogy of faith and 
the truth of other Scriptures. Certainly there is no very obvious reason why we should incline to the 
defect, rather than the excess in this matter. 

(9.) Waving, however, these remarks, which would seem to render all attempts of the kind nugatory, let 
us see how the Bible imagery will accommodate itself to the particular theories above mentioned, of 
those who would resolve it into mere accidents of language. First, if the whole were mere necessity, 
arising out of the imperfection of human speech ; or if it were oriental boldness of phrase, or poetical 
ornament; the symbols would probably be more varied than we find them to be : the same external 
object would not so constantly occur, to express the same invisible thing, through so large a collection of 
compositions, so widely differing in style and tone. As to the imperfection of human speech, we all feel 
every hour how it causes us to modify and alter our images : we take the best symbol which occurs at 
the time, but we use it in a kind of restless unsatisfied way, like persons aware that it is not simply the 
best; and by the time we need it again, we have lighted very likely on something far truer and more vivid 
: and thus, we go on in conversation or in writing, improving or marring our imagery, as the case may be, 
but still letting it be felt that it is by no means fixed and unchangeable. 

Again, as to poetical ornament, variety and versatility of resource is obviously a great ingredient of that 
sort of excellency : to be always resorting to the same similitude or analogy would rather of course 
betray want of skill or power. 

The third solution, that of Orientalism, may seem at first sight to be more satisfactory as to this 
particular circumstance, of the same figure constantly repeated. Granting, however, that the literature 
of the Eastern nations is in some respects, like their manners, more fixed and monotonous than ours, 
and accordingly, that it uses to express things out of sight by a certain uniform imagery, suggesting the 
notion of a settled and understood allegory : yet in the first place, we know not how far this literature 
may have been originally modeled on the Hebrew Scriptures, instead of their taking any tone from some 



previous form of it, the very existence of which, after all, is but conjectural. Next, such a statement 
would put in a stronger light the fact of that kind of style having been adopted by the Holy Ghost, 
whereby its symbolical words would seem to be raised to the rank of Divine Hieroglyphics, so to call 
them. And thirdly, except we suppose such a foundation of truth in them, it seems hard to explain the 
sanction given to them by the writers of the New Testament, using as they did a language, and applying 
themselves (St. Paul and St. Luke especially) to a condition of literature and society, well nigh the 
opposites of what this theory supposes to have existed in Asia and the East. 

The fixedness therefore of the Scriptural Imagery does not appear to be sufficiently accounted for by 
any criticism of this kind : but it is accounted for, if we suppose the material world originally constructed 
with a view to the sacred analogies which this symbolical alphabet of Scripture (if we may so 
denominate it) suggests. 

(10.) But here an objection occurs, of no small moment. The fact may perhaps be denied, that the 
symbols of Scripture are so fixed and regular, as this part of our argument Supposes. And the authority 
of St. Augustin may be appealed to, who seems to lay down a rule at first sight inconsistent with it. He 
says247: 

"Because, there are a variety of ways in which one thing may appear to resemble another, we are not to 
imagine it a set-rule, EWhatsoever in any one place any thing has stood for in the way of simile, that we 
are always to account its signification.0 For the image of leaven has been employed by the Lord Himself, 
both in the way of reproof, as when He said, ®Beware of the leaven of the Pharisees,® and in the way of 
praise, when He said, ®The Kingdom of Heaven is like unto a woman which hid leaven, in three 
measures of meal, until the whole was leavened.®" 

And then he proceeds to point out that this variety of symbolical meaning may be in all degrees. 

"The same thing may sometimes stand for contraries, here in a good sense, there in a positively bad 
one, as in the instance just mentioned of leaven ; or again, as the lion is the emblem of Christ. The lion 
of theTribe of Judah hath prevailed and it is the emblem also of the Devil; ®He goeth about as a roaring 
lion, seeking whom be may devour:® so the serpent, now in a good sense; ®Be ye wise as serpents;® and 
now in a bad one; ®The serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty:®®Bread, in a good sense; ®l am the 
living Bread, which came down from Heaven ;® and in a bad one, ®Bread eaten in secret is pleasant.® 
And there are many other such. 

"Now of these which I hive mentioned, the signification is not doubtful : because, our object being to 
exemplify, none but clear cases could properly be introduced. But there are also some whereof it is 
doubtful what turn we ought to give them : as, ®ln the hand of the Lord there is a cup of pure wine, full 
mixed.® For here it is doubtful, whether he means the anger of God, stopping short of the last penalty, i. 
e. not exhausted quite to the dregs ; or rather, the grace of the Scriptures passing from Jew to Gentiles, 
expressing by Inclinavit ex hoc in hoc : ®He hath stooped it away from this side, and entirely towards 
that :® there remaining with the Jews only the outward observances, whereof, they have but a carnal 
understanding : and to this purpose may be, ®The dregs thereof are not emptied.®" 

Proceeds St. Augustin: 

"But thirdly, the same thing is sometimes spoken of not absolutely in contrary, but only in diverse 
meanings; as water signifying both the people:®as we read in the Apocalypse, ®The waters where the 
whore sitteth are peoples, and multitudes, and nations, and tongues:® and the Holy Spirit ; whence is 
that saying, ®Out of His belly shall flow rivers of living water:® and so there may be other things here 



and there, whereof water is understood to be the emblem, according to the context of the places where 
it occurs." 

Thus far St. Augustin : but when his instances come to be examined, it will be found perhaps that his 
differences of signification may be all reduced to different shades or aspects of the same meaning. The 
Leaven, whether it be bad or good, equally represents moral impressions silently communicated from 
one to another: the Lion represents a royal warrior, the Serpent, one who counsels deeply and craftily, 
be their nature and their cause what it may : Bread is that which satisfies the cravings of the soul, in its 
healthy or in its diseased state : Wine in GodEs Hand (the allusion is too sacred to be expressed without 
fear and hesitation,) may, consistently with the rest of Holy Scripture, be interpreted of the highest and 
most mysterious of all privileges, which is either life or death as men choose to receive it. Of water in its 
several meanings we shall speak presently. 

(11.) But now, if the expression of different objects by the same symbol, which St. Augustin thus largely 
illustrates, is reconcileable with the general uniformity of the scriptural imagery, much more the 
converse of it; I mean when the same object is represented by different symbols. To take the highest 
and most obvious, and also the most frequent example: our Lord Christ in His several offices and 
relations may be represented by symbols as different from each other as a Lamb and a Lion, the Sun in 
Heaven and a Vine among trees, a Serpent of brass or a Stone cut out of a mountain : and yet no 
violence be done to, the harmony (so to call it) of the symbolical language : not only things positively 
unlike may answer well enough to each in the way of analogy, and so may represent Him in someone of 
His relations ; but also because it is reasonable to think, that the whole creation can hardly be too large 
or too various to shadow out His manifold aspects, who is all in all to every one of His creatures. 

In the greatest possible variety, whether of objects typified by one symbol, or of symbols typifying the 
same object, there must still be substantial uniformity, because all point or converse towards Him, His 
work and His everlasting kingdom : just as all languages, however unlike in sound and structure, must be 
made up virtually of the same parts of speech, having to express the same mental processes, and the 
same external world. 

(12.) With regard then to both grounds of scruple, we may thankfully acquiesce in the practical rule of 
St. Augustin248. 

"When from the same words of Holy Writ not one single meaning, but two or more occur to our minds ; 
though we know not what was in the mind of him who wrote the words, there is no danger, if it can be 
shown from other passages of the Holy Scriptures that either one of these senses is in harmony with the 
truth ; provided always that the person engaged in searching out the Divine Words make this his object, 
to come at the meaning of the author, by whose agency the Holy Ghost wrought out this Scripture. 
Either this, I say, he must attain, or be must frame some other meaning out of those words, not opposed 
to the right faith, providing himself with authority from some other portion of GodEs Word. For possibly 
the author himself saw the same meaning in the passage we wish to explain ; and certainly, at least, the 
Spirit of God, Who by him composed those words, foresaw that it would occur to the reader or hearer; 
nay, He took care that it should occur, seeing that it also, by hypothesis, rests on the truth. For what 
larger or more abundant provision could have been made by Divine care in the authoritative words of 
God, than for the same words to be capable of more acceptations than one, other sayings no less Divine 
testifying to the same, and demanding our approbation for them?" 

Thus far St. Augustin; and it seems well worth consideration, whether there be not somewhat in the 
ordinary experience of us all, to confirm his view, high and transcendental as it is. Consider how very 



differently the same words sound in our ears, according to our different moods of mind ; how much 
more meaning we find, not only in a text of Scripture, but in a chance passage of a book or a stray 
remark of a friend, when we recall it by and by, more seriously than at first we listened to it; nay, and 
how much beyond what we suspected we discover occasionally in our own words, uttered perhaps at 
first by instinct, we hardly knew how : so that not only are we always uncertain whether any two 
persons receive exactly the same impressionEthe same moral impression, that is, from any given words, 
but even whether, to the same person the same ideas are conveyed by them twice. And yet there is 
truth and definite meaning in the words so spoken, although they go so much deeper with one man 
than they do with another. Surely then it ought not to seem strange that the words of the Most High, 
spoken with full knowledge of the thoughts of all who should read or hear them, should be intended to 
give out more or less of signification according to our preparation of heart; and that, in that sense, their 
meanings should be even infinite in number and variety. It is only the fact which our own experience 
suggests, applied to the case of those sayings which are inspired. 

Again; we know well that our good and serious moods are those, in which we most surpass ourselves in 
our apprehension of deep and grave sayings ; and what is this in effect, but St. AugustinEs remark, "That 
practice strengthened by the exercise of pietyEusus pietatis exercitatione roboratusEwill greatly aid us 
in coming to a true signification ?" Well is it for those, who are able to confirm this, from the help which 
they have found in pure imaginations, and rightly tuned affections, rather than contrariwise, from the 
hindrance they have brought on themselves by indulging base and frivolous fancies. But in one way or 
the other, we must all more or less have experienced it. 

(13.) Further, one may conceive a person arguing, that this view is dangerous and apt to unsettle 
foundations, making ail doctrines subjective rather than objective; true to the individual, not true in 
themselves. There is obviously danger of this ; but here too the experience we have appealed to will 
help us. Great as the interval may be between one man and another in their understanding of a given 
passage,Eor between our own ordinary perception of it, and that which we enjoy when our thoughts are 
most elevated and refined,Eyet these variations are all within certain limits : the imagery tends all in the 
same general direction, though some go never so much deeper, higher, wider, than others : just as we 
do not question the real significancy of words, or the existence of coloured objects, because we are not 
sure that the shades of meaning or of colour are quite the same to any two different minds. The Catholic 
Faith, the Mind of Christ testified by His universal Church, limits the range of symbolical interpretation 
both in Scripture and in nature : the Protestant watchword, Verbum Dei, must be made primitive by the 
constant addition, Verbum Deus : or, as St. Augustin again expresses it, "We that are made the Body of 
Christ, let us not fail to recognise our own voice in the Psalms and other Scriptures our own voice, 
because it is the Voice of Him in whom we are all made one. "Christ," he proceeds, "wheresoever in 
those Books, wheresoever in those Scriptures I am journeying and panting for breath, in that sweat of 
our face which is part of our sentence as men,EChrist is there, openly or secretly to meet and refresh 
me. It is He Himself, who, by the very difficulty which I sometimes have in finding Him, inflames my 
longing, so that what I do find of His I may eagerly suck in, and retain to my soulEs health, absorbed in 
my very joints and marrow." And, "In reading the Scriptures, he only, who finds no pleasure in these 
holy manifestations of Christ, is turned unto fables, not enduring sound doctrine." In other words, the 
analogy of faith, Christ set before us in the Creeds of the Church, will give a fixedness and reality to our 
symbolical interpretations, how wide soever in other respects the latitude and variety which seems to 
be allowed in them. 

It need only just be mentioned that the apparent double or manifold senses of a great portion of the 
Prophecies, and the manner in which the New Testament generally accommodates, as it is called, texts 
from the Old, obviously harmonize with what has been advanced out of St. Augustin on this head. 



(14.) Closely connected with this topic, of the fixedness of the sacred symbols, is what may be called 
their complexity ; the manner in which, not seldom, the primary and simple ones among them are 
varied and combined, as letters are combined into syllables, words, and sentences, retaining each 
somewhat of their original sound : or rather, as those compound derivatives which are made up of 
significant terms, each term modified, not changed, in its import. To take an example, than which none 
can be more holy and venerable, none, as it may seem, more unquestionable. The appropriate symbol 
of the Holy Spirit is, as the name implies, BreathEthe Breath of the Father and the Son, omnipresent, all 
powerful : and hence it is sometimes represented by the air or wind, as in our LordEs well known words 
to Nicodemus, and when the disciples on the day of Pentecost heard a sudden sound as of a rushing 
mighty wind ; and His function as the Lord and Giver of Life is represented by the gift of respiration to 
living things. "God breathed into man's nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living soul and 
"when He letteth His breath go forth, they are made; and He reneweth the face of the earth." 

But breath has not only in it air, but moisture; and this condensed is first clouds, then drops of rain, then 
water gushing out in springs, or flowing in rivers ; or in a way of approach yet more silent and invisible, 
dew : and all these are scriptural emblems of the Holy Spirit ; in Its several aspects and relations. The 
overshadowing and guiding cloud, in which as well as in the Red Sea, the Israelites were baptized unto 
Moses, was a token, we know from St. Paul, of the descent of the regenerating Spirit of Christ, with a 
hovering, brooding motion, like that of a dove, first on our Lord Himself, then on each of His Members at 
their baptism : its appearing over the Tabernacle in glory, and filling both it and the Temple, prefigured 
the warmth and brightness of the heavenly Comforter, diffusing Itself over the whole Church at once, 
and entering into every corner of the new-born soul : the descent of a cloud in rain or dew, is the Spirit 
communicating Himself in gifts and sanctifying graces ; becoming (if one may so speak,) water for the 
nourishment of our souls, as He was air to give them life ; according to that verse in the Psalm, "Thou, 0 
Lord, sentest a gracious rain upon Thine inheritance, and refreshedst it when it was weary and it may 
be that the express words of the Holy Ghost are compared to distinct drops of rain, and His silent 
promptings to the dews, more aerial and impalpable. So, Moses, "My doctrine," my set and formal 
instructions, "shall drop as the rain ; my speech," my incidental hints and whispers, "shall distil as the 
dew." 

The fountains again and depths of pure water, gushing out for our purification and refreshment, how or 
from whence we know not, except that we are sure they are originally derived from above,Ethese are 
the Holy Ghost in His larger communications of baptismal, sacramental grace; opening fountains in the 
hard dry heart of man, which seem to belong to it, but are entirely the gatherings of His rain. And this 
image is kept up even to the final description of the ChurchEs glory; where, as it should seem, the goings 
forth of the Comforter are typified by "a pure river of water of life, proceeding out of the throne of God 
and of the Lamb," with the Tree of Life growing beside it for the hearing and quickening of the nations. 
And indeed all that is said in every part of the Scriptures, concerning the righteous as trees of the LordEs 
planting, the Church as His vineyard, the wicked as corrupt and wild plants,Ein itself one of the plainest 
and most abundant of all the sources of scriptural parables,Ecombines wonderfully well with the 
thought of air and water, as emblems of the life-giving, sanctifying Breath of the Most High. 

On the other hand, as the Breath of God thus becomes water, to cherish, and refresh, and cleanse those 
souls which have not forfeited the Divine Life, so in It's severer influences, either to purify or consume, 
(for purgation is partial consuming,) It becomes fire from heaven : first to try, and prove, and refine, 
every manEs work here ; next, utterly to destroy and waste what shall be found vile and refuse 
hereafter. Thus He who is a consuming fire, and who had so shewn Himself on Mount Sinai, and on so 
many other occasions when the ungodly were to perish at His presence ; He made His coming known by 
cloven tongues like as of fire, when that flame was to be kindled which Christ came to send upon the 



earth : and we have an awful notice given, that it is "the Breath of the Lord," which "as a stream of 
brimstone, kindles" the fire which is "ordained of old" and "prepared for the devil and his angels." 

Thus remarkably does the one idea of the Breath of the Lord, followed up and variously combined with 
others, explain almost all the principal symbols used in Scripture to denote the influences and 
operations of the Holy Spirit of God. Surely the Ancient Church was justified in thinking that analogies so 
uniformly kept up, and at the same time so elaborate and complex, were intended for something 
beyond mere poetical ornament. When, with hearts and memories full of Scripture, they looked out on 
Nature and her operations, they could not but be conscious that the lessons which they had read and 
heard were perpetually coming before them in what they saw: and how was it possible for them to help 
believing that the association was providential and divine; they who were accustomed to behold GodEs 
hand in far lesser and more ordinary things? 

(15.) Besides, they found this kind of correspondence repeatedly taken for granted and reasoned on in 
the Holy Scripture itself. Did they not see how St. Paul works out in the minutest detail the notion of the 
Church being the Body of Christ? how he teaches us to deduce from it our every day duties and relations 
to each other? And could they doubt that all this was intended, in the first formation of the human 
body, by Him who caused all things to be for the ChurchEs sake? In these analogies unfolded by St. Paul, 
and still more strikingly in our LordEs Parables, they would perceive the principle sanctioned, and the 
means afforded, of spiritualizing all the chief objects and processes of which common life, and the world 
of sense, are made up: and they would think themselves justified in reverently carrying on these 
analogies, according to their skill, to other points of detail, not expressly mentioned in Scripture. 

As an example, take St. AugustinEs comment on an exquisite pastoral image in the Song of Solomon. He 
is not, observe, reasoning in proof of our principle, that was always taken for granted by the Fathers, but 
he is descanting on the beauty and usefulness of it. He asks249 : 

Why is the hearer less, delighted, when he is told literally of holy and perfect men, whose life and 
conduct are the means, whereby ChristEs Church separates those who come to her from all 
superstitions, and unites them, imitating the good which they see, to her own body, which same good 
and faithful and true servants of God have cast off the burthens of the world, and have drawn near to 
the Holy Laver of Baptism, and going up from thence, are now, through the quickening Spirit, bearing 
the fruit of both kinds of love, the love of God and of our neighbour :Ewhy is it, I say, that the literal 
statement of these things affords less satisfaction to the hearer, than if one expound to the same effect 
that verse in the Song of Songs, where it is said to the Church, receiving praise under the similitude of a 
beautiful woman, EThy teeth are like a flock of sheep even shorn, which are gone up from the washing, 
which every one of them bear twins, and there is none barren among them ?E Certainly the instruction 
one receives is in substance no more, than in listening to the former statement, made as it was in the 
most literal words, without the support of this similitude. And yet there is, I know not how, an additional 
pleasure in contemplating those saints, when I see them, quasi denies Ecclesiae, cutting off men from 
their native errors, and transferring them in a manner into the substance of her body, divided into 
morsels, and champed, and their hardness mollified. Again, I recognise with great delight the sheep 
newly shorn, their earthly burthens, as fleeces, deposited, and going up from the bath, i. e., from 
Baptism. I see how they all bring forth twins, the two commandments, namely, of love ; and not one of 
them is barren of that holy fruit." 

This, it will he observed, is produced by St. Augustin himself as a specimen of the mode of 
interpretation, which the Church in his time received undoubtingly, as the true mind of the Spirit: and 
whatever may be thought of the particular instance, many will feel that there is both piety and 



probability in such a mode of using the riches of Scripture and of Nature, mutually to illustrate and bring 
out each other ; and will see in this eager profuse way of heaping simile upon simile, something not 
unlike St. PaulEs own manner of passing rapidly, even in the gravest arguments, from one analogy to 
another more or less connected with it : as from the seed changed in the ground to the difference 
between earthly bodies and heavenly ; and again, from the unequal magnitude of the stars to the 
inequality of the Saints in glory. There is no discrepancy between the tone of the Apostles and that of 
the Church in after ages, in respect of their both assuming, clearly and deliberately, a certain 
correspondence, intended by the Creator, between the material and spiritual worlds. 

(16.) Something perhaps is added to this argument by the manner in which our LordEs own example 
teaches us to take up and use proverbial sayings. "Lift up your eyes and look unto the fields, for they are 
white already unto the harvest;" "If they do these things in a green tree, what shall be done in the dry?" 
By instructing His disciples to affix a divine sense, an interpretation connected with the things of His 
kingdom, to familiar household words such as these, He seems to sanction the idea, that there is 
perhaps nothing so low and trivial in our ordinary life, but a spiritual and heavenly meaning may be 
found for it. And further, He seems to hint to us, that this correspondence of things seen with unseen, is 
by no means so high and transcendental a matter, but that it may well be set before the minds even of 
very simple uneducated ChristiansEthe class which is most apt to be attracted by proverbs, and to use 
them frequently. 

(17.) Another, and a yet more direct sanction appears to be afforded by the large use of material signs 
for spiritual objects and processes in the, inspired Mosaic Ritual. The whole of that Ritual served, we 
know, to the example and shadow of heavenly things; it was made and ordered according to the pattern 
shewed to Moses in the Mount. Here, therefore, were no inconsiderable number of visible materials, 
forms, and actions, concerning which the Fathers knew for certain that they were intended to express 
heavenly thingsEthat their archetypes, so to speak, existed in the Mount. By reference to these they 
might prove and check, as it were, the conclusions to which they had come in other ways, whether by 
instinct, or obscure tradition, or examination of scriptural imagery in general, regarding the symbolical 
meaning of external objects. If they had been led, for example, to conjecture that certain animalsEthe 
lamb, the dove, the ox, the goat, and the likeEwere types, or tokens, in nature, of certain spiritual beings 
or truths: they would be confirmed in such their conjecture by the use of those animals, or their images, 
in the worship and furniture of the Tabernacle. The like may be said of plantsEthe palm, the cedar, the 
hyssop, and others; of colours, such as white, purple, and scarlet; of materials, linen and woollen; metals 
and precious stones : the use of any such thing in the divinely ordained ritual would give a new and 
heavenly significance to any mention of it which might occur in Isaiah and the Psalms, and both together 
would set it apart for ever, in the judgment of affectionate and imaginative minds, as a natural symbol 
or sacrament of something out of sight. 

(18.) The historical Scriptures too would often furnish additional presumptions to the same effect, by 
the recorded use of certain materials and forms,Ethe material of wood for instance, and the form of the 
Cross,Ein GodEs miraculous and providential dealings. Indeed, so many and so clear are the 
correspondencies in this kind, that there have not been wanting ingenious writers, both in ancient and 
modern times, who have explained particular parts, both of the ritual and history, such as the forms of 
the Tabernacle and Temple, and the construction of the Ark, as physical allegories, designed to 
represent the system of the world, or the frame of the human body : theories seemingly too wild and 
strange to be maintained by men of learning and piety, but accounted for, if we may be allowed to 
suppose that both the history or ritual on the one hand, and the system of the world or of the body on 
the other, are separate sets of visible symbols shadowing out invisible truths. 



(19.) There is one way more, and a very obvious one, in which the consideration of the Ritual and 
History might confirm the early Christians in their mystical explanations of the whole external world. 
They found some particulars, both ritual and historical, mystically expounded in the New Testament, 
and plain implications, almost assertions, that the whole, was capable of similar expositionEe. g. that 
"Moses made all things according to the pattern shewed him in the Mount;" and that "all things that 
befel GodEs people in the wilderness happened unto them as types of us." When therefore in the 
natural world they had ascertained a few chief symbols, it was reasonable for them to infer that these 
too were but specimens, single chords of a harmony to be fully made out hereafter: they would feel like 
learners of a language, who have picked up the meaning as yet but of a few words here and there, but 
have no doubt whatever that the whole has its meaning : and perhaps they would think that they found 
warrant for this in such texts as that of St. Paul to the Romans, "The invisible things of Him from the 
creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made." This would seem 
to lay down the principle or canon of mystical interpretation for the works of Nature, as the other texts, 
just now specified, for the Mosaic ceremonies and the history of the Jews. 

(20.) So much for the direct encouragement given in the Bible to the symbolical use of things natural. 
There is, as was mentioned above, another indirect yet real presumption to the same effect, which at 
present can only just be adverted to : and that is, the studied preference of poetical forms of thought 
and language, as the channel of supernatural knowledge to mankind. Poetry, traced as high up as we 
can go, may almost seem to be GodEs gift from the beginning, vouchsafed to us for this very purpose: at 
any rate the fact is unquestionable, that it was the ordained vehicle of revelation, until God Himself was 
made manifest in the flesh. And since the characteristic tendency of poetical minds is to make the world 
of sense, from beginning to end, symbolical of the absent and unseen, any instance of divine favour 
shewn to Poetry, any divine use of it in the training of GOD's people, would seem, as far as it goes, to 
warrant that tending to set GodEs seal upon it, and witness it as reasonable and true. Much might be 
said on this head : but it is enough now to have just indicated it, as one among the many reasons for 
thinking that Christian Antiquity was far more scriptural, than at first we might be apt to imagine, as in 
many other things, so in the deep mystical import, which it unreservedly attributes to the whole 
material world, and to all parts of it 

(To be continued.) 
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INTRODUCTION. 


IT is often urged, and sometimes felt and granted, that there are in the Articles propositions or terms 



inconsistent with the Catholic faith; or, at least, when persons do not go so far as to feel the objection as 
of force, they are perplexed how best to reply to it, or how most simply to explain the passages on 
which it is made to rest. The following Tract is drawn up with the view of showing how groundless the 
objection is, and further of approximating towards the argumentative answer to it, of which most men 
have an implicit apprehension, though they may have nothing more. That there are real difficulties to a 
Catholic Christian in the Ecclesiastical position of our Church at this day, no one can deny; but the 
statements of the Articles are not in the number; and it may be right at the present moment to insist 
upon this. If in any quarter it is supposed that persons who profess to be disciples of the early Church 
will silently concur with those of very opposite sentiments in furthering a relaxation of subscriptions, 
which, it is imagined, are galling to both parties, though for different reasons, and that they will do this 
against the wish of the great body of the Church, the writer of the following pages would raise one 
voice, at least, in protest against any such anticipation. Even in such points as he may think the English 
Church deficient, never can he, without a great alteration of sentiment, be party to forcing the opinion 
or project of one school upon another. Religious changes, to be beneficial, should be the act of the 
whole body; they are worth little if they are the mere act of a majority. No good can come of any change 
which is not heartfelt, a development of feelings springing up freely and calmly within the bosom of the 
whole body itself. Moreover, a change in theological teaching involves either the profession or 
renunciation of erroneous doctrine, and if it does not succeed in proving the fact of past guilt, it, ipso 
facto, implies present. In other words, every change in religion carried with it its own condemnation, 
which is not attended by deep repentance. Even supposing then that any changes in contemplation, 
whatever they were, were good in themselves, they would cease to be good to a Church, in which they 
were the fruits not of the quiet conviction of all, but of the agitation, or tyranny, or intrigue of a few; 
nurtured not in mutual love, but in strife and envying; perfected not in humiliation and grief, but in 
pride, elation and triumph. Moreover, it is a very serious truth, that persons and bodies who put 
themselves into a disadvantageous state, cannot at their pleasure extricate themselves from it. They are 
unworthy of it; they are in prison, and CHRIST is the keeper. There is but one way towards a real 
reformation^ return to Him in heart and spirit, whose sacred truth they have betrayed; all other 
methods, however fair they may promise, will prove to be but shadows and failure. 

On these grounds, were there no others, the present writer, for one, will be no party to the ordinary 
political methods by which professed reforms are carried or compassed in this day. We can do nothing 
well till we act "with one accord;" we can have no accord in action till we agree together in heart; we 
cannot agree without a supernatural influence; we cannot have a supernatural presence unless we pray 
for it; we cannot pray acceptably without repentance and confession. Our ChurchEs strength would be 
irresistible, humanly speaking, were it but at unity with itself: if it remains divided, part against part, we 
shall see the energy which was meant to subdue the world preying upon itself, according to our 
SAVIOURES express assurance, that such a house "cannot stand." Till we feel this, till we seek one 
another as brethren, not lightly throwing aside our private opinions, which we seem to feel we have 
received from above, from an ill-regulated, untrue desire of unity, but returning to each other in heart, 
and coming together to GOD to do for us what we cannot do for ourselves, no change can be for the 
better. Till [we] [her children] are stirred up to this religious course, let the Church, [our Mother,] sit still; 
let [us] be content to live in bondage; let [us] work in chains; let [us] submit to our imperfections as a 
punishment; let [us] go on teaching [through the medium of indeterminate statements] and inconsistent 
precedents, and principles but partially developed. We are not better than our fathers; let us bear to be 
what Hammond was, or Andrews, or Hooker; let us not faint under that body of death, which they bore 
about in patience; nor shrink from the penalty of sins, which they inherited from the age before them. 

But these remarks are beyond our present scope, which is merely to show that, while our Prayer Book is 



acknowledged on all hands to be of Catholic origin, our articles also, the offspring of an uncatholic age, 
are, through GODES good providence, to say the least, not uncatholic, and may be subscribed by those 
who aim at being catholic in heart and doctrine. In entering upon the proposed examination, it is only 
necessary to add, that in several places the writer has found it convenient to express himself in language 
recently used, which he is willing altogether to make his own. He has distinguished the passages 
introduced by quotation marks. 

R l.EHoly Scripture and the Authority of the Church. 

Articles vi. & xx.E"Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation; so that whatsoever is not 
read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be believed as 

an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salvation.The Church hath [power 

to decree (statuendi) rites and ceremonies, and] authority in controversies of faith; and yet it is not 
lawful for the Church to [ordain (instituere) any thing that is contrary to GodEs word written, neither 
may it] so expound one place of Scripture, that it be repugnant to another. Wherefore, although the 
Church be a witness and a keeper of Holy Writ, yet [as it ought not to decree (decerne) anything against 
the same, so] besides the same, ought it not to enforce (obtrudere) anything to be believed for 
necessary of salvation." 

Two instruments of Christian teaching are spoken of in these Articles, Holy Scripture and the Church. 

Here then we have to inquire, first, what is meant by Holy Scripture; next, what is meant by the Church; 
and then, what their respective offices are in teaching revealed truth, and how these are adjusted with 
one another in their actual exercise. 

Now what the Church is, will be considered below in section 4. 

And the Books of Holy Scripture are enumerated in the latter part of the Article, so as to preclude 
question. Still two points deserve notice here. 

First, the Scripture or Canonical books are said to be those "of whose authority was never any doubt in 
the Church." Here it is not meant that there never was any doubt in portions of the Church or particular 
Churches concerning certain books, which the Article includes in its Canon; for some of them,Eas, for 
instance, the Epistle to the Hebrews and the ApocalypseEhave been the subject of much doubt in the 
West or East, as the case may be. But the Article asserts that there has been no doubt about them in the 
Church Catholic; that is, at the very first time that the Catholic or whole Church had the opportunity of 
forming a judgment on the subject, it pronounced in favour of the Canonical Books. The Epistle to the 
Hebrews was doubted by the West, and the Apocalypse by the East, only while those portions of the 
Church investigated separately from each other, only till they compared notes, interchanged 
sentiments, and formed a united judgment. The phrase must mean this, because, from the nature of the 
case, it can mean nothing else. 

And next, be it observed, that the books which are commonly called Apocrypha, are not asserted in the 
Article to be destitute of inspiration or to be simply human, but to be not Canonical; in other words, to 
differ from Canonical Scripture, specially in this respect, viz. that they are not adducible in proof of 
doctrine. "The other books (as Hierome saith) the Church doth read for example of life and instruction of 
manners, but yet doth not apply them to establish any doctrine." That this is the limit to which our 
disparagement of them extends, is plain, not only because the Article mentions nothing beyond it, but 
also from the reverential manner in which the Homilies speak of them, as shall be incidentally shown in 
Section 11. [The compatibility of such reverence with such disparagement is also shown from the feeling 




towards them of St. Jerome, who is quoted in the Article, who implies more or less their inferiority to 
Canonical Scripture, yet uses them freely and continually, as if Scripture. He distinctly names many of 
the books which he considers not canonical, and virtually names them all by naming what are canonical. 
For instance, he says, speaking of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus, "As the Church reads Judith, Tobit, and the 
Maccabees, without receiving them among the Canonical Scriptures, so she reads these two books for 
the edification of the people, not for the confirmation of the authority of ecclesiastical doctrines." (PrEf 
in Libr. Salom.) Again, The Wisdom, as it is commonly styled, of Solomon, and the book of Jesus son of 
Sirach, and Judith, and Tobias, and the Shepherd, are not in the Canon." (PrEf ad Reges.) Such is the 
language of a writer who nevertheless is, to say the least, not wanting in reverence towards the books 
he thus disparages.] 

A further question may be asked, concerning our received version of the Scriptures, whether it is in any 
sense imposed on us as a true comment on the original text; as the Vulgate is upon the Roman 
Catholics. It would appear not. It was made and authorized by royal command, which cannot be 
supposed to have any claim upon our interior consent. At the same time every one who reads it in the 
Services of the Church, does, of course, thereby imply that he considers that it contains no deadly 
heresy or dangerous mistake. And about its simplicity, majesty, gravity, harmony, and venerableness, 
there can be but one opinion. 

Next we come to the main point, the adjustment which this Article effects between the respective 
offices of the Scripture and the Church; which seems to be as follows. 

It is laid down that, 1. Scripture contains all necessary articles of faith; 2. either in its text, or by 
inference 3. The Church is the keeper of Scripture; 4. and a witness of it; 5. and has authority in 
controversies of faith; 6. but may not expound one passage of Scripture to contradict another; 7. nor 
enforce as an article of faith any point not contained in Scripture. 

From this it appears, first, that the Church expounds and enforces the faith; for it is forbidden to 
expound in a particular way, or so to enforce as to obtrude; next, that it derives the faith wholly from 
Scripture; thirdly, that its office is to educe an harmonious interpretation of Scripture. Thus much the 
Article settles. 

Two important questions, however, it does not settle, viz. whether the Church judges, first, at her sole 
discretion; next, on her sole responsibility, i. e. first, what the media are by which the Church interprets 
Scripture, whether by a direct divine gift, or catholic tradition, or critical exegesis of the text, or in any 
other way; and next, who is to decide whether it interprets Scripture rightly or not;--what is her method, 
if any; and who is her judge, if any. In other words, not a word is said, on the one hand, in favour of 
Scripture having no rule or method to fix interpretation by, or, as it is commonly expressed, being the 
sole rule of faith; nor on the other, of the private judgment of the individual being the ultimate standard 
of interpretation. So much has been said lately on both these points, and indeed on the whole subject of 
these two Articles, that it is unnecessary to enlarge upon them; but since it is often supposed to be 
almost a first principle of our Church, that Scripture is "the rule of faith," it may be well, before passing 
on, to make an extract from a paper, published some years since, which shows, by instances from our 
divines, that the application of the phrase to Scripture is but of recent adoption. The other question, 
about the ultimate judge of the interpretation of Scripture, shall not be entered upon. 

"We may dispense with the phrase ERule of Faith,0 as applied to Scripture, on the ground of its being 
ambiguous; and again, because it is then used in a novel sense; for the ancient Church made the 
Apostolic Tradition, as summed up in the Creed, and not the Bible, the Regula Fidei, or Rule. Moreover, 



its use as a technical phrase, seems to be of late introduction in the Church, that is, since the days of 
King William the Third. Our great divines use it without any fixed sense, sometimes for Scripture, 
sometimes for the whole and perfectly adjusted Christian doctrine, sometimes for the Creed; and at the 
risk of being tedious, we will prove this, by quotations, that the point may be put beyond dispute. 

"Ussher, after St. Austin, identifies it with the CreedEEwhen speaking of the Article of our LORDES 
Descent to hell, he says,-- 

"Elt having here likewise been further manifested, what different opinions have been entertained by the 
ancient Doctors of the Church, concerning the determinate place wherein our SaviourEs soul did remain 
during the time of the separation of it from the body, I leave it to be considered by the learned, whether 
any such controverted matter may fitly be brought in to expound the Rule of Faith, which, being 
common both to the great and small ones of the Church, must contain such varieties only as are 
generally agreed upon by the common consent of all true Christians.EEAnswer to a Jesuit, p. 362. 

"Taylor speaks to the same purpose: ELet us see with what constancy that and the following ages of the 
Church did adhere to the ApostlesE Creed, as the sufficient and perfect Rule of Faith.EEDissuasive, part 
2, i. 4, p. 470. Elsewhere he calls Scripture the Rule: EThat the Scripture is a full and sufficient Rule to 
Christians in faith and manners, a full and perfect declaration of the Will of GOD, is therefore certain, 
because we have no other.E Ibid, part 2, i. 2, p. 384. Elsewhere, Scriptures and the Creed: EFIe hath, by 
His wise Providence, preserved the plain places of Scripture and the ApostlesE Creed, in all Churches, to 
be the Rule and Measure of Faith, by which all Churches are saved.EElbid. part 2, i. 1, p. 346. Elsewhere 
he identifies it with Scripture, the Creeds, and the first four Councils: EWe also [after Scripture] do 
believe the ApostlesE Creed, the Nicene, with the additions of Constantinople, and that which is 
commonly called the symbol of St. Athanasius; and the four first General Councils are so entirely 
admitted by us, that they, together with the plain words of Scripture, are made the Rule and Measure of 
judging heresies among us.EEIbid. part 1, i. p 131. 

"Laud calls the Creed, or rather the Creed with Scripture, the Rule. ESince the Fathers make the Creed 
the Rule of Faith; since the agreeing sense of Scripture with those Articles are the Two Regular Precepts, 
by which a divine is governed about his faith,E &c.--Conference with Fisher, p. 42. 

Bramhall also: EThe Scripture and the Creed are not two different Rules of Faith, but one and the same 
Rule, dilated in Scripture, contracted in the Creed.EEWorks, p. 402. Stillingfleet says the same (Grounds, 
i, 4. 3.);l as does Thorndike (De Rat. fin. Controv. p. 144 &c.). Elsewhere, Stillingfleet calls Scripture the 
Rule (Ibid. i. 6. 2.); as does Jackson (vol. i. p. 226). But the most complete and decisive statement on the 
subject is contained in FieldEs work on the Church, from which shall follow a long extract. 

"Elt remained to show,E he says, Ewhat is he Rule of that judgment whereby the Church discerneth 
between truth and falsehood, the faith and heresy, and to whom it properly pertaineth to interpret 
those things which, touching this Rule, are doubtful. The Rule of our Faith in general, whereby we know 
it to be true, is the infinite excellency of G 

OD. It being pre-supposed in he generality that the doctrine of the Christian faith is of GOD, and 

containeth nothing but heavenly truth, in the next place, we are to inquire by what Rule we are to judge 
of particular things contained within the compass of it 

"E This Rule is, 1. The summary comprehension of such principal articles of this divine knowledge, as are 
the principles whence all other things are concluded and inferred. These are contained in the Creed of 
the Apostles. 




"0AII such things as every Christian is bound expressly to believe, by the light and direction whereof he 
judgeth of other things, which are not absolutely necessary so particularly to be known. These are 
rightly said to be the Rule of our Faith, because the principles of every science are the Rule whereby we 
judge of the truth of all things, as being better and more generally known than any other thing, and the 
cause of knowing them. 

"03. The analogy, due proportion, and correspondence, that one thing in this divine knowledge hath 
with another, so that men cannot err in one of them without erring in another; nor rightly understand 
one, but they must likewise rightly conceive the rest. 

"04. Whatsoever Books were delivered unto us, as written by them, to whom the first and immediate 
revelation of the divine truth was made. 

"05. Whatsoever hath been delivered by all the saints with one consent, which have left their judgment 
and opinion in writing. 

"06. Whatsoever the most famous have constantly and uniformly delivered, as a matter of faith, no one 
contradicting, though many other ecclesiastical writers be silent, and say nothing of it. 

"07. That which the most, and most famous in every age, constantly delivered as a mater of faith, and as 
received of them that went before them, in such sort that the contradictory and gainsayers were in their 
beginnings noted for singularity, novelty, and division, and afterwards, in process of time, if they 
persisted in such contradiction, charged with heresy. 

"0These three latter Rules of our Faith we admit, not because they are equal with the former, and 
originally in themselves contain the direction of our Faith, but because nothing can be delivered, with 
such and so full consent of the people of G 

OD, as in them is expressed, but it must need be from those first authors and founders of our Christian 
profession. The Romanists add unto these the decrees of Councils and determination of Popes, making 
these also to be the Rules of Faith; but because we have no proof of their infallibility, we number them 
not with the rest. 

"0Thus we see how many things, in several degrees and sorts, are said to be Rules of our Faith. The 
infinite excellency of G 

OD, as that whereby the truth of heavenly doctrine is proved. The Articles of Faith, and other verities 
ever expressly known in the Church as the first principles, are the Canon by which we judge of 
conclusions from thence inferred. The Scripture, as containing in it all that doctrine of Faith which 
CHRIST the SON of GOD delivered. The uniform practice and consenting judgment of tern that went 

before us, as a certain and undoubted explication of the things contained in the Scripture.So then, 

we do not make Scripture the Rule of our Father, but that other things in their are Rules likewise; in such 
sort that it is not safe, without respect had unto them, to judge things by the Scripture alone,0 &c.0iv. 
14. pp. 364, 365. 

"These extracts show not only what the Anglican doctrine is, but, in particular, that the phrase 0Rule of 
Faith0 is no symbolical expression with us, appropriated to some one sense; certainly not as a definition 
or attribute of Holy Scripture. And it is important to insist upon this, from the very great misconception 
to which the phrase gives rise. Perhaps its use had better to be avoided altogether. In the sense in which 
it is commonly understood at this day, Scripture, it is plain, is not, on Anglican principles, the Rule of 



Faith." 


R 2.EJustification by Faith only. 

Article xi.E'That we are justified by Faith only, is a most wholesome doctrine." 

The Flomilies add that Faith is the sole means, he sole instrument of justification. Now, to show briefly 
what such statements imply, and what they do not. 

They do not imply a denial of Baptism as a means an instrument of justification; which the Flomilies 
elsewhere affirm, as will be shown incidentally in a later section. 

"The instrumental power of Faith cannot interfere with the instrumental power of Baptism; because 
Faith is the sole justifier, not in contrast to all means and agencies whatever, (for, it is not surely in 
contrast to our LORDES merits, or GODES mercy,) but to all other graces. When, then, Faith is called the 
sole instrument, this means the sole internal instrument, not to sole instrument of any kind. 

"There is nothing inconsistent, then, in Faith being the sole instrument of justification, and yet Baptism 
also the sole instrument, and that at the same time, because in distinct senses; an inward instrument in 
no way interfering with an outward instrument, Baptism may be the hand of the giver, and Faith the 
hand of the receiver." 

Nor does the sole instrumentality of Faith interfere with the doctrine of Works as a mean also. And that 
it is a mean, the Flomily of Alms-deeds declares in the strongest language, as will also be quoted in 
Section 11. 

"An assent to the doctrine that Faith alone justifies, does not at all preclude the doctrine of Works 
justifying also. If, indeed, it were said that Words justify in the same sense as Faith only justifies, this 
would be a contradiction in terms; but Faith only may justify in one senseEGood Works in another:-and 
this is all that is here maintained. After all does not CHRIST only justify? Flow is it that the doctrine of 
Faith justifying does not interfere with our LORDES being the sole Justifier? It will, of course, be replied, 
that our LORD is the meritorious cause, and the Faith the means; that Faith justifies in a different and 
subordinate sense. As, then, CHRIST justifies in the sense in which Fie justifies alone, yet Faith also 
justifies in its own sense; so Works, whether moral or ritual, may justify us in their own respective 
senses, though in the sense in which Faith justifies, it only justifies. The only question is, What is that 
sense in which Works justify, so as not to interfere with Faith only justifying? It may, indeed, turn out on 
inquiry, that the sense alleged will not hold, either as being unscriptural, or for any other reason; but, 
whether so or not, at any rate the apparent inconsistency of language should not startle persons; nor 
should they so promptly condemn those who, though they do not use their language, use St. JamesEs. 
Indeed, is not this argument the very weapon of the Arians, in their warfare against the Son of GOD? 
They said, CHRIST is not GOD, because the FATFIER is called the EOnly God.E" 

Next we have to inquire in what sense Faith only does justify. In a number of ways, of which here two 
only shall be mentioned. 

First, it is the pleading or impetrating principle, or constitutes our title to justification; being analogous 
among the graces to MosesE lifting up his hands on the Mount, or the Israelites eyeing the Brazen 
Serpent,--actions which did not merit GODES mercy, but asked for it. A number of means go to effect 
our justification. We are justified by CHRIST alone, in that Fie has purchased the gift; by Faith alone, in 



that Faith asks for it; by Baptism alone, for Baptism conveys it; and by newness of heart alone, for 
newness of heart is the life of it. 

And, secondly, Faith, as being the beginning or perfect or justifying righteousness, is taken for what it 
tends towards, or ultimately will be. It is said by anticipation to be that which it promises; just as one 
might pay a labourer his hire before he began his work. Faith working by love is the seed of divine 
graces, which in due time will be brought forth and flourishEpartly in this world, fully in the next. 


R 3.EWorks before and after Justification. 

Articles xii. & xiii.E"Works done before the grace of CHRIST, and the inspiration of HIS SPIRIT, [Ebefore 
justification,® title of the Article,] are not pleasant to God (minimE Deo grata sunt); forasmuch as they 
spring not of Faith in JESUS CHRIST, neither do they make man meet to receive grace, or (as the school 
authors say) deserve grace of congruity (merentur gratiam de congruo); yea, rather for that they are not 
done as GOD hath willed and commanded them to be done, we doubt not but they have the nature of 
sin. Albeit good works, which are the fruits of faith, and follow after justification (justificatos sequuntur), 
cannot put away (expiare) our sins, and endure the severity of GODES judgment, yet are they pleasing 
and acceptable (grata et accepta) to GOD in CHRIST, and do spring out necessarily of a true and lively 
Faith." 

Two sorts of works are here mentionedEworks before justification, and works after; and they are most 
strongly contrasted with each other. 

Works before justification, are done "before the grace of CHRIST, and the inspiration of His SPIRIT." 
Works before "do not spring of Faith in JESUS CFIRIST;" works after are "the fruits of Faith." 

3. Works before "have the nature of sin;" works after are "good works." 

4. Works before "are not pleasant to GOD;" works after "are pleasing and acceptable (grata et accepta) 
to GOD." 

Two propositions, mentioned in these Articles, remain, and deserve consideration; First, that works 
before justification do not make or dispose men to receive grace, or as the school writers say, deserve 
grace of congruity; secondly, that works after "cannot put away our sins, and endure the severity of 
GODES judgment. 

As to the former statement,--to deserve de congruo, or of congruity, is to move the Divine regard, not 
from any claim upon it, but from a certain fitness or suitableness; as, for instance, it might be said that 
dry wood had a certain disposition or fitness towards heat which green wood had not. Now, the Article 
denies that works done before the grace of CFIRIST, or in a mere state of nature, in this way dispose 
towards grace, or move GOD to grant grace. And it asserts, with or without reason, (for it is a question 
of historical fact, which need not specially concern us,) that certain schoolmen maintained the 
affirmative. 

Now, that this is what it means, is plain from the following passages of the Flomilies, which in no respect 
have greater claims upon us than as comments upon the Articles:-- 


"Therefore they that teach repentance without a lively faith in our S 



AVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, do teach none other but JudasEs repentance, as all the schoolmen do, which do 
only allow these three parts of repentance,--the contrition of the heart, the confession of the mouth, 
and the satisfaction of the work. But all these things we find in JudasEs repentance, which, in outward 
appearance, did far exceed and pass the repentance of Peter.... This was commonly the penance which 
CHRIST enjoined sinners, EGo thy way, and sin no more;E which penance we shall never be able to fulfil, 
without the special grace of Him that doth say, EWithout Me, ye can do nothing.E"EOn Repentance, p. 
460. 

To take a passage which is still more clear: 

"As these examples are not brought in to the end that we should thereby take a boldness to sin, 
presuming on the mercy and goodness of G 

OD, but to the end that, if, through the frailness of our own flesh, and the temptation of the devil, we 
fall into the like sins, we should in no wise despair of the mercy and goodness of GOD: even so must we 
beware and take heed, that we do in no wise think in our hearts, imagine, or believe, that we are able to 
repent aright, or to turn effectively unto the LORD by our own might and strength." Ibid, part i. fin. 

The Article contemplates these two states,--one of justifying grace, and one of the utter destitution of 
grace; and it says, that those who are in utter destitution cannot do anything to gain justification; and 
indeed, to assert the contrary would be Pelagianism. However, there is an intermediate state, of which 
the Article says nothing, but which must not be forgotten, as being an actually existing one. Men are not 
always either in light or in darkness, but are sometimes between the two; they are sometimes not in a 
state of Christian justification, yet not utterly deserted by GOD, but in a state of something like that of 
Jews or of Heathen, turning to the thought of religion. They are not gifted with habitual grace, but they 
still are visited by Divine influences, or by actual grace, or rather aid; and these influences are the 
first-fruits of the grace of justification going before it, and are intended to lead on to it, and to be 
perfected in it, as twilight leads to day. And since it is a Scripture maxim, that "he that is faithful in that 
which is least, is faithful also in much;" and "to whosoever hath, to him shall be given;" therefore, it is 
quite true that works done with divine aid, and in faith, before justification, do dispose men to receive 
the grace of justification;--such were CorneliusEs alms, fastings, and prayers, which led to his baptism. 
At the same time it must be borne in mind that, even in such cases, it is not the works themselves which 
make them meet, as some schoolmen seem to have said, but the secret aid of GOD, vouchsafe, equally 
with the "grace and Spirit," which is the portion of the baptized, for the merits of CHRISTES sacrifice. 

[But it may be objected, that the silence observed in the Article about a state between that of 
justification and grace, and that of neither, is a proof that there is none such. This argument, however, 
would prove too much; for in like manner there is a silence in the Sixth Article about a judge of the 
scripturalness of doctrine, yet a judge there must be. And again, few, it is supposed, would deny that 
Cornelius, before the angel came to him, was in a more hopeful state, that Simon Magus or Felix. The 
difficult then, if there be one, is common to persons of whatever school of opinion.] 

2. If works before justification, when done by the influence of divine aid, gain grace, much more do 
works after justification. They are, according to the Article, "grata," pleasing to GOD;" and they are 
accepted, "accepta" which means that GOD rewards them, and that of course according to their degree 
of excellence. At the same time, as works before justification may nevertheless be done under a divine 
influence, so works after justification are still liable to the infection of original sin; and, as not being 
perfect, "cannot expiate our sins," or "endure the severity of GODES judgment." 



R 4.EThe Visible Church. 


Art. xix.E'The visible Church of CHRIST is a congregation of faithful men (cEtus fidelium), in the which 
the pure Word of GOD is preached, and the Sacraments be duly ministered, according to CHRISTIES 
ordinance, in all those things that of necessity are requisite to the same." 

This is not an abstract definition of a Church, but a description of the actually existing One Holy Catholic 
Church diffused throughout the world; as if it were read, "The Church is a certain society of the faithful," 
&c. This is evident from the mode of describing the Catholic Church familiar to all writers from the first 
stages down to the age of this Article. For instance, St. Clement of Alexandria says, "I mean by the 
Church, not a place, but the congregation of the elect." Origen: "The Church, the assembly of all the 
faithful." St. Ambrose: "One congregation, one Church." St. Isidore: "The Church is a congregation of 
saints, collected on a certain faith, and the best conduct of life." St. Augustin: "The Church is the people 
of God through all ages." Again: "The Church is the multitude which is spread over the whole earth." St. 
Cyril: "When we speak of the Church, we denote the most holy multitude of the pious." Theodoret: "The 
Apostle calls the Church the assembly of the faithful." Pope Gregory: The Church, a multitude of the 
faithful collected of both sexes." Bede: "The Church is the congregation of all saints." Alcuin: "The Holy 
Catholic Church,-in Latin, the congregation of the faithful." Amalarius: "The Church is the people called 
together by the ChurchEs ministers." Pope Nicolas I.: "The Church, that is, the congregation of 
Catholics." St. Bernard: "What is the Spouse, but the congregation of the just?" Peter the Venerable: 
"The Church is called a congregation, but not of all things, not of cattle, but of men, faithful, good, just. 
Though bad among these good, and just among the unjust, are revealed or concealed, yet it is called a 
Church." Hugo Victorinus: "The Holy Church, that is, the university of the faithful." Arnulphus: "The 
Church is called the congregation of the faithful." Albertus Magnus: "The Greek word Church means in 
Latin convocation; and whereas works and callings belongs to rational animals, and reason in man is 
inward faith, therefore it is called the congregation of the faithful." Durandus: "The Church is in one 
sense material, in which divers offices are celebrated; in another spiritual, which is the collection of the 
faithful." Alvarus: "The Church is the multitude of the faithful, or the university of Christians." Pope Pius 
II.: "The Church is the multitude of the faithful dispersed through all nations." [And so the Reformers, in 
their own way, for instance, the Confession of Augsburgh. "The one Holy Church will remain for ever. 
Now the Church of Christ properly is the congregation of the members of Christ, that is, of saints who 
truly believe and obey Christ; though with this congregation many bad and hypocrites are mixed in this 
life, till the last judgment." vii.EAnd the Saxon: "We say then that the visible Church in this life is an 
assembly of those who embrace the Gospel of Christ and rightly use the Sacraments," &c. xii.j 

These illustrations of the phraseology of the Article may be multiplied in any number. And they plainly 
show that it is not laying down any logical definition what a Church is, but is describing, and, as it were, 
pointing to the Catholic Church diffused throughout the world; which, being but one, cannot possibly be 
mistaken, and requires no other account of it beyond this single and majestic one. The ministration of 
the Word and Sacraments is mentioned as a further note of it. As to the question of its limits, whether 
Episcopal Succession or whether intercommunion with the whole be necessary to each part of it,--these 
are questions, most important indeed, but of detail, and are not expressly treated of in the Articles. 

This view is further illustrated by the following passage from the Homily for Whitsunday:-- 

"Our Saviour C 

HRIST departing out of the world unto His FATHER, promised His Disciples to send down another 
COMFORTER, that should continue with them for ever, and direct them into all truth. Which thing, to be 



faithfully and truly performed, the Scriptures do sufficiently bear witness. Neither must we think that 
this COMFORTER was either promised, or else given, only to the Apostles, but also to the universal 
Church of CHRIST, dispersed through the whole world. For, unless the HOLY GHOST has been always 
present, governing and preserving the Church from the beginning, it could never have suffered so many 
and great brunts of affliction and persecution, with so little damage and harm as it hath. And the words 
of CHRIST are most plain in this behalf, saying, that Ethe SPIRIT of Truth should abide with them for 
ever;E that EHe would be with them always (He meaneth by grace, virtue, and power) even to the 
worldEs end.E 

"Also in the prayer that He made to His F 

ATHER a little before His death, He maketh intercession, not only for Himself and His Apostles, but 
indifferently for all them that should believe in Him through their words, that is, to wit, for His whole 
Church. Again, St. Paul saith. Elf any man have not the SPIRIT of CHRIST, the same is not His.E Also, in 
the words following: EWe have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Father.E Hereby, 
then it is evident and plain to all men, that the HOLY GHOST was given, not only to the Apostles, but also 
to the whole body of CHRISTES congregation, although not in like form and majesty as He came down at 
the feast of Pentecost. But now herein standeth the controversy,--whether all men do justly arrogate to 
themselves the HOLY GHOST, or no. The Bishops of Rome have for along time made a sore challenge 
thereto, reasoning with themselves after this sort: EThe HOLY GHOST,E say they, Ewas promised to the 
Church, and never forsaketh the Church. But we are the chief heads and the principal part of the Church, 
therefore we have the HOLY GHOST for ever: and whatsoever things we decree are undoubted verities 
and oracles of the HOLY GHOST.E That ye may perceive the weakness of this argument, it is needful to 
teach you, first, what the true Church of CHRIST is, and then to confer the Church of Rome therewith, to 
discern how well they agree together. The true Church is an universal congregation or fellowship of 
GODES faithful and elect people, built upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, JESUS CHRIST 
Himself being the head cornerstone. And it hath always three notes or marks, whereby it is known: pure 
and sound doctrine, the Sacraments ministered according to CHRISTES holy institution, and the right use 
of ecclesiastical discipline. This description of the Church is agreeable both to the Scriptures of GOD, and 
also to the doctrine of the ancient Fathers, so that none may justly find fault therewith. Now, if you will 
compare this with the Church of Rome, not as it was in the beginning, but as it is at present, and hath 
been for the space of nine hundred years and odd; you shall well perceive the state thereof to be so gar 
wide from the nature of the Church, that nothing can be more." 

This passage is quotes, not for all it contains, but in that respect in which it claims attention, viz. as far as 
it is an illustration of the Article. It is speaking of the one Catholic Church, not of an abstract idea of a 
Church which may be multiplied indefinitely in fact; and it uses the same terms of it which the Articles 
does of "the visible Church." It says that "the true Church is an universal congregation or fellowship of 
GODES faithful and elect people." &c., which as closely corresponds to the cEtus fidelium, or 
"congregation of faithful men" of the Article, as the above descriptions from Fathers or Divines do. 
Therefore, the cEtus fidelium spoken of in the article is not a definition, which kirk, or connexion, or 
other communion maybe made to fall under, but the enunciation of a fact. 


R 5.EGeneral Councils. 

Article xxi.E"General Councils may not be gathered together without the commandment and will of 
princes. And when they be gathered together, forasmuch as they be an assembly of men, whereof all be 



not governed with the SPIRIT and Word of GOD, they may err, and sometimes have erred, in things 
pertaining to GOD." 

That great bodies of men, of different countries, may not meet together without the sanction of their 
rulers, is plain from the principles of civil obedience and from primitive practice. That, when met 
together, though Christians, they will not be all ruled by the SPIRIT or Word of GOD, is plain from our 
LORDES parable of the net, and from melancholy experience. That bodies of men, deficient in this 
respect, may err, is a self-evident truth,--unless, indeed, they be favoured with some divine 
superintendence, which has to be proved, before it can be admitted. 

General councils then may err, [as such;--may err,] unless in any case it is promised, as a matter of 
express supernatural privilege, that they shall not err; a case which [as consisting in the fulfilment of 
additional or subsequent conditions,] lies beyond the scope of this Article, or at any rate beside its 
determination. 

Such a promise, however, does exist, in cases when general councils are not only gathered together 
according to "the commandment and will of princes," but in the Name of CHRIST, according to our 
LORDES promised. The article merely contemplates the human prince, not the King of Saints. While 
councils are a thing of earth, their infallibility of course is not guaranteed; when they are thing of 
heaven, their deliberations are overruled, and their decrees authoritative. In such cases they are 
Catholic councils; and it would seem, from passages which will be quotes in Section 11, that the 
Homilies recognize four, or even six, as bearing this character. Thus Catholic or Ecumenical Councils are 
general councils, and something more. Some general councils are Catholic, and others are not. Nay, as 
even Romanists grant, the same councils may be partly Catholic, partly not. 

If Catholicity be thus a quality, found at times in general councils, rather than the differentia belonging 
to a certain class of them, it is still less surprising that the Article should be silent about it. 

What those conditions are, which fulfil the notion of a gather "in the Name of CHRIST," in the case of a 
particular council, it is not necessary here to determine. Some have included among these conditions, 
the subsequent reception of its decrees by the universal Church; others a ratification by the pope. 

Another of these conditions, however, the Article goes on to mention, viz. that in points necessary to 
salvation, a council should prove its decrees by Scripture. 

St. Gregory Nazianzen well illustrates the consistency of this Article with a belief in the infallibility of 
Ecumenical Councils, by his own language on the subject on different occasions. 

In the following passage he anticipates the Article:— 

"My mind is, if I must write the truth, to keep clear of every conference of bishops, for of conference 
never saw I good come, or a remedy so much as an increase of evils. For there is strife and ambition, and 
these have the upper hand of reason."EEp. 55. 

Yet, on the other hand, he speaks elsewhere of "the Holy Council in NicEa, and that band of chosen men 
whom he HOLY GHOST brought together."EOrat. 21. 


R 6.EPurgatory, Pardons, Images, Relics, Invocation of Saints. 



Article xxii.E'The Romish doctrine concerning purgatory, pardons (de indulgentiis), worshipping (de 
veneratione) and adoration, as well of images as of relics, and also invocation of saints, is a fond thing 
(res est futilis) vainly (inaniter) invented, and grounded upon no warranty of Scripture, but rather 
repugnant (contradicit) to the Word of GOD." 

Now the first remark that occurs on perusing this Article is, that the doctrine objected to is "the Romish 
doctrine." For instance, no one would suppose that the Calvinistic doctrine containing purgatory, 
pardons, and image-worship, is spoken against. Not every doctrine on these matters is a fond thing, but 
the Romish doctrine. Accordingly, the Primitive doctrine is not condemned in it, unless, indeed, the 
Primitive Doctrine be the Romish, which must not be supposed. Now there was a primitive doctrine on 
all these points,--how far Catholic or universal, is a further questionEbut still so widely received and so 
respectably supported, that it may well be entertained as a matter of opinion by a theologian now; this, 
then, whatever be its merits, is not condemned by this Article. 

This is clear without proof on the face of the matter, at least as regards pardons. Of course, the article 
never meant to make light of every doctrine about pardons, but a certain doctrine, the Romish doctrine, 
[as indeed the plural form itself shows.] 

And [such an understanding of the Article is supported by] some sentences in the Homily on the Peril of 
Idolatry, in which, as far as regards relics, a certain veneration is sanctioned by its tone in speaking of 
them, thought not of course the Romish veneration. 

The sentences referred to run as follow:- 

"In the Tripartite Ecclesiastical History, the Ninth Book, and Forty-eighth Chapter, is testified, that 
EEpiphanius, being yet alive, did work miracles: and after his death, devils, being expelled at his grave or 
tomb, did roar.E Thus you see what authority St. Jerome (who has just been mentioned) and that most 
ancient history give unto the holy and learned Bishop Epiphanius." 

Again: 

"St. Ambrose, in his Treatise of the Death of Theodosius the Emperor, saith, EHelena found the Cross, 
and the title on it. She worshipped the King, and not the wood, surely (for that is an heathenish error 
and the vanity of the wicked), but she worshipped Him that hanged on the Cross, and whose Name was 
written on the title,® and so forth. See both the godly empressEs fact, and St. AmbroseEs judgment at 
once; they thought it had been an heathenish error, and vanity of the wicked, to have worshipped the 
Cross itself which was imbrued with our SAVIOUR CHRISTES own precious blood."EPeril of Idolatry, part 
2, circ. init. 

In these passages the writer does not positively commit himself to the miracles at EpiphaniusEs tomb, or 
the discovery of the true Cross, but he evidently wishes the hearer to think he believes in both. This he 
would not do, if he thought all honour paid to relics wrong. 

If, then, in the judgment of the Homilies, not all doctrine concerning veneration of relics is condemned 
in the Article before us, but a certain toleration of them is compatible with its wording; neither is all 
doctrine concerning purgatory, pardons, images, and saints, condemned by the Article, but only "the 
Romish." 

And further by "the Romish doctrine," is not meant the Tridentine [statement], because this Article was 
drawn up before the decree of the Council of Trent. What is opposed is the received doctrine of the day, 



and unhappily of this day too, or the doctrine of the Roman schools; a conclusion which is still more 
clear, by considering that there are portions in the Tridentine [statements] on these subjects, which the 
Article, far from condemning, by anticipation approves, as far as they go. For instance, the Decree of 
Trent enjoins concerning purgatory thus:--"Among the uneducated and vulgar let difficult and subtle 
questions, which make not for edification, and seldom contribute aught towards piety, be kept back 
from popular discourses. Neither let them suffer the public mention and treatment of uncertain points, 
or such as look like falsehood." Session 25. Again, about images: "Due honour and veneration is to be 
paid unto them, not that we believe that any divinity or virtue is in them, for which they should be 
worshipped (colendE) or that we should ask any thing of them, or that trust should be reposed in 
images, as formerly was done by the Gentiles, which used to place their hope on idols."Elbid. 

If, then the doctrine condemned in this Article concerning purgatory, pardons, images, relics, and saints, 
be not the Primitive doctrine, nor the Catholic doctrine, nor the Tridentine [statement] but the Romish, 
doctrina Romanensium, let us next consider what in matter of fact it is. And 

As to the doctrine of the Romanists concerning Purgatory. 

Now here there was a primitive doctrine, whatever its merits, concerning the fire of judgment, which is 
a possible or a probable opinion, and is not condemned. That doctrine is this: that the conflagration of 
the world, or the flames which attend the Judge, will be an ordeal through which all men will pass; that 
great saints, such as St. Mary, will pass it unharmed; that others will suffer loss; but none will fail under 
it who are built upon the right foundation. Here is one [purgatorian doctrine] not "Romish." 

Another doctrine, purgatorian, but not Romish, is that said to be maintained by the Greeks at Florence, 
in which the cleansing, though a punishment, was but a pEna damni, not a pEna sensos; not a positive 
sensible infliction, much less the torment of fire, but the absence of GODES presence. And another 
purgatory is that in which the cleansing is but a progressive sanctification, and has no pain at all. 

None of these doctrines does the Article condemn; any of them may be held by the Anglo-Catholic as a 
matter of private belief; not hat they are here advocated, one or other, but they are adduced as an 
illustration of what the Article does not mean, and to vindicate our Christian liberty in a matter where 
the Church has not confined it. 

[For what the doctrine which is reprobated is, we might refer, in the first place, to the Council of 
Florence, where a decree was passed on the subject, were not that decree almost as vague as the 
Tridentine; viz. that deficiency of penance is made up by pEnE purgatoriE.] 

"Now doth St. Augustine say, that those men which are cast into prison after this life, on that condition, 
may in no wise be holpen, though we would help them never so much. And shy? Because the sentence 
of GOD is unchangeable, and cannot be revoked again. Therefore let us not deceive ourselves, thinking 
that either we may help others, or others may help us, by their good and charitable prayers in time to 
come. For, as the preacher saith, EWhere the tree falleth, whether it be toward the south, or toward the 
north, in what place soever the tree falleth, there it lieth:E meaning thereby, that every mortal man 
dieth either in the state of salvation or damnation, according as the words of the Evangelist John do 
plainly import, saying, EHe that believeth the S 

ON of GOD hath eternal life; but he that believeth not on the SON, shall never seen life, but the wrath of 
GOD abideth upon him.EEwhere is then the third place, which they call purgatory? Or where shall our 
prayers help and profit the dead? St. Augustine doth only acknowledge two places after this life, heaven 
and hell. As for the third place, he doth plainly deny that there is any such to be found in all Scripture. 



Chrysostom likewise is of this mind, that, unless we wash away our sins in this present world, we shall 
find no comfort afterward. And St. Cyprian saith, that, after death, repentance and sorrow of pain shall 
be without fruit, weeping also shall be in vain, and prayer shall be to no purpose. Therefore he 
counselled all men to make provision for themselves while they may, because, when they are once 
departed out of this life, there is no place for repentance, nor yet for satisfaction."EHomily concerning 
Prayer, pp. 282, 283. 

Now it would seem], from this passage, that the Purgatory contemplated by the Homily, was one for 
which no one will for an instance pretend to adduce even those Fathers who most favour Rome, viz. one 
in which our state would be changed, in which GOD0S sentence would be reversed. "The sentence of 
GOD," says the writer, "is unchangeable, and cannot be revoked again; there is no place for 
repentance." On the other hand, the Council of Trent, and Augustin and Cyprian, so far as they express 
or imply an opinion approximating to that of the Council, held Purgatory to be a place for believers, not 
unbelievers, not where men who have lived and died in GOD0S wrath, may gain pardon, but where 
those who have already been pardoned in this life, may be cleansed and purified for beholding the face 
of GOD. The Homily, then, and therefore the Article [as far as the Homily may be taken to explain it], 
does not speak of the Tridentine purgatory. The mention of Prayers for the dead in the above passage, 
affords an additional illustration of the limited and [relative] sense of the terms of the article now under 
consideration. For such prayers are obviously not condemned in it in the abstract, or in every shape, but 
as offered to rescue the lost from eternal fire. 

[Hooker, in his Sermon on Pride, gives us a second view of the "Romish doctrine of Purgatory," from the 
schoolmen. After speaking of the pEna damni, he saysES 

"The other punishment, which hath in it not only loss of joy, but also sense of grief, vexation, and woe, is 
that whereunto they give the name of purgatory pains, in nothing different from those very infernal 
torments which the souls of castaways, together with damned spirits, do endure, save only in this, there 
is an appointed term to the one, to the other none; but for the time they last they are equal."ESVol. iii. p. 
798.] 

Such doctrine, too, as the following may well be included in that which the Article condemns under the 
name of "Romish." The passage to be quoted has already appeared in these Tracts. 

"In the ESpeculum ExemplorumE it is said, that a certain priest, in an ecstasy, saw the soul of 
Constantius Turritanus in the eaves of his house, tormented with frosts and cold rains, and afterwards 
climbing up to heaven upon a shining pillar, and a certain monk saw some souls roasted upon spits like 
pigs, and some devils basting them with scalding lard; but a while after, they were carried to a cool 
place, and so proved purgatory. But Bishop Theobald, standing upon a piece of ice to cool his feet, was 
nearer purgatory than he was aware, and was convinced of it, when he heard a poor soul telling him, 
that under that ice he was tormented; and that he should be delivered, if for thirty days continual, he 
would say for him thirty masses. And some such thing was seen by Conrade and Udalric in a pool of 
water; for the place of purgatory was not yet resolved on, till St. Patrick had the key of it delivered to 
him, which when one Nicholas borrowed of him, he saw as strange and true things there, as ever Virgil 
dreamed of in his purgatory, or Cicero in his dream of Scipio, or Plato in his Gorgias, or PhEdo, who 
indeed are the surest authors to prove purgatory. But because to preach false stories was forbidden by 
the Council of Trent, there are yet remaining more certain arguments, even relations made by angels, 
and the testimony of St. Odilio himself, who heard the devil complain (and he had great reason surely), 
that the souls of dead men were daily snatched out of his hands, by the alms and prayers of the living; 
and the sister of St. Damianus, being too much pleased with hearing of a piper, told her brother, that 



she was to be tormented for fifteen days in a purgatory. 


"We do not think that the wise men in the Church of Rome believe these narratives; for if they did, they 
were not wise; but this we know, that by such stories the people were brought into a belief of it, and 
having served their turn of them, the master builders used them as false arches and centries, taking 
them away when the parts of the building were made firm and stable by authority."EJer. Taylor, Works, 
vol.x. pp. 151,152. 

Another specimen of doctrine, which no one will attempt to prove from Scripture, is the following:-- 

"Eastwardly, between two walls, was a vast place of purgatory fixed, and beyond it a pond to rinse souls 
in, that had waded through purgatory, the water being salt and colt beyond comparison. Over this 
purgatory St. Nicholas was the owner. 

"There was a mighty bridge, all beset with nails and spikes, and leading to the mount of joy; on which 
mount was a stately church, seemingly capable to contain all the inhabitants of the world, and into 
which the souls were no sooner entered, but that they forgot all their former torments. 

"Returning to the first Church, there they found St. Michael the Archangel and the Apostles Peter and 
Paul. St. Michael caused all the white souls to pass through the flames, unharmed, to the mount of joy; 
and those that had black and white spots, St. Peter led into purgatory to be purified. 

"In one part sate St. Paul, and the devil opposite to him with his guards, with a pair of scales between 
them, weighing all such souls as were all over black; when upon turning a soul, the scale turned towards 
St. Paul, he sent it to purgatory, there to expiate its sins; when towards the devil, his crew, with great 
triumph, plunged it into the flaming pit. 

"The rustic likewise saw near the entrance of the town-hall, as it were, four streets; the first was full of 
innumerable furnaces and cauldrons willed with flaming pitch and other liquids, and boiling of souls, 
whose heads were like those of black fishes in seething liquor. The second had its cauldrons stored with 
snow and ice, to torment souls with horrid cold. The third had thereof boiling sulphur and other 
materials, affording the worst of stinks, for the vexing of souls that had wallowed in the filth of lust. The 
fourth had cauldrons of a most horrid salt and black water. Now sinners of all sorts were alternately 
tormented in these cauldrons."EPurgatory proved by Miracle, by S. Johnson, pp. 8E10. 

[Let it be considered, then, whether on the whole the "Romish doctrine of Purgatory," which the Article 
condemns, and which was generally believed in the Roman Church three centuries since, as well as now, 
viewed in its essence, be not the doctrine, that the punishment of unrighteous Christians is temporary, 
not eternal, and that the purification of the righteous is a portion of the same punishment, together 
with the superstitions, and impostures for the sake of gain, consequent thereupon.] 

Pardons, or Indulgences. 

The history of the rise of the Reformation will interpret "the Romish doctrine concerning pardons," 
without going further. Burnet thus speaks on the subject:-- 

"In the primitive church there were very severe rules made, obliging all that had sinned publicly (and 
they were afterwards applied to such as had sinned secretly) to continue for many years in a state of 
separation from the Sacrament, and of penance and discipline. But because all such general rules admit 
of a great variety of circumstances, taken from menEs sins, their persons, and their repentance, there 
was a power given to all Bishops, by the Council of Nice, to shorten the time, and to relax the severity of 




those Canons, and such favour as they saw cause to grant, was called indulgence. This was just and 
necessary, and was a provision without which no constitution or society can be well governed. But after 
the tenth century, as the Popes came to take this power in the whole extent of it into their own hands, 
so they found it too feeble to carry on the great designs that they grafted upon it. 

"They gave it high names, and called it a plenary remission, and the pardon of all sins: which the world 
was taught to look on as a thing of a much higher nature, than the bare excusing of men from discipline 
and penance. Purgatory was then got to be firmly believed, and all men were strangely possessed with 
the terror of it: so a deliverance from purgatory, and by consequence an immediate admission into 
heaven, was believed to be the certain effect of it. Multitudes were, by these means, engaged to go to 
the Holy Land, to recover it out of the hands of the Saracens: afterwards they armed vast numbers 
against the heretics, to extirpate them: they fought also all those quarrels, which their ambitious 
pretensions engaged them in, with emperors and other princes, by the same pay; and at least they set it 
to sale with the same impudence, and almost with the same methods, that mountebanks use in venting 
of their secrets. 

"This was so gross, even in an ignorant age, and among the ruder sort, that it gave the first rise to the 
Reformation: and as the progress of it was a very signal work of G 

OD, so it was in a great measure owing to the scandals that this shameless practice had given the 
world."EBurnet on Article XIV. p. 190. 

Again :E 

"The virtue of indulgences is the applying the treasure of the Church upon such terms as Popes shall 
think fit to prescribe, in order to the redeeming souls from purgatory, and from all other temporal 
punishments, and that for such a number of years as shall be specified in the bulls; some of which have 
gone to thousands of years; one I have seen to ten hundred thousand: and as these indulgences are 
sometimes granted by special tickets, like tallies struck on that treasure; so sometimes they are affixed 
to particular churches and altars, to particular times, or days, chiefly to the year of jubilee; they are also 
affixed to such things as may be carried about, to Agnus DeiSs, to medals, to rosaries, and scapularies; 
they are also affixed to some prayers, the devout saying of them being a mean to procure great 
indulgences. The granting these is left to the PopeEs discretion, who ought to distribute them as he 
thinks may tend most to the honour of G 

OD and the good of the Church; and he ought not to be too profuse, much less to be too scanty in 
dispensing them. 

"This has been the received doctrine and practice of the Church of Rome since the twelfth century: and 
the Council of Trent, in a hurry, in its last session, did, in very general words, approve of the practice of 
the Church in this matter, and decreed that indulgences should be continued; only they restrained some 
abuses, in particular that of selling them."EBurnet on Article XXII. p. 305. 

Burnet goes on to maintain that the act of the Council was incomplete and evaded. If it be necessary to 
say more on the subject, let us attend to the following passage from Jeremy Taylor:E 

"I might have instanced in worse matters, made by the Popes of Rome to be pious works, the condition 
of obtaining indulgences. Such was the bull of Pope Julius the Second, giving indulgence to him that 

meeting a Frenchman should kill him, and another for the killing of a Venetian.I desire this only 

instance may be added to it, that Pope Paul the Third, he that convened the Council of Trent, and Julius 




the Third, for fear, as I may suppose, the Council should forbid any more such follies, for a farewell to 
this game, gave an indulgence to the fraternity of the Sacrament of the Altar, or of the Blessed Body of 
0 

UR LORD JESUS CHRIST, of such a vastness and unreasonable folly, that it puts us beyond the question of 
religion, to an inquiry, whether it were not done either in perfect distraction, or, with worse design, to 
make religion to be ridiculous, and to expose it to a contempt and scorn. The conditions of the 
indulgence are, either to visit the Church of St. Hilary of Chartres, to say a EPater NosterE and an EAve 
MaryE every Friday, or, at most, to be present at processions and other divine service upon ECorpus 
Christi day.E The gift isEas many privileges, indults, exemptions, liberties, immunities, plenary pardons 
of sins, and other spiritual graces, as were given to the fraternity of the Image of our SAVIOUR Ead 
Sancta Sanctorum;E the fraternity of the charity and great hospital of St. James in Augusta, of St. John 
Baptist, of St. Cosmas and Damianus; of the Florentine nation; of the hospital of the HOLY GHOST in 
Saxia; of the order of St. Austin and St. Champ; of the fraternities of said city; of the church of our Lady 
Ede populo et verbo;E and all those that were ever given to them that visited these churches, or those 
which should ever be given hereafterEa pretty large gift! In which there were so many pardons, 
quarter-pardons, half-pardons, true pardons, plenary pardons, quarantines, and years of quarantines; 
that is a harder thing to number them, than to purchase them. I shall remark in these some particulars 
to be considered. 

"1. That a most scandalous and unchristian dissolution and death of all ecclesiastical discipline, is 
consequent to the making all sin so cheap and trivial a thing; that the horrible demerits and exemplary 
punishment and remotion of scandal and satisfaction to the Church, are indeed reduced to trifling and 
mock penances. He that shall send a servant with a candle to attend the holy Sacrament, when it shall 
be carried to sick people, or shall go himself; or if he can neither go nor send, if he say a EPater NosterE 
and an EAve,E he shall have a hundred years of true pardon. This is fair and easy. But then, 

"2. It would be considered what is meant by so many years of pardon, and so many years of true pardon. 

I know but of one natural interpretation of it; and that it can mean nothing, but that some of the 
pardons are but fantastical, and not true; and in this I find no fault, save only that it ought to have been 
said, that all of them are fantastical. 

"3. It were fit we learned how to compute four thousand and eight hundred years of quarantines, and a 
remission of a third part of all their sins; for so much is given to every brother and sister of this 
fraternity, upon Easter-day, and eight days after. Now if a brother needs not thus many, it would be 
considered whether it did not encourage a brother or a frail sister to use all their medicine, and sin more 
freely, let so great a gift become useless. 

"4. And this is so much the more considerable because the gift is vast beyond all imagination. The first 
four days in lent they may purchase thirty-three thousand years of pardon, besides a plenary remission 
of all their sins over and above. The first week of Lent a hundred and three-and-thirty thousand years of 
pardon, besides five plenary remissions of all their sins, and two third parts besides, and the delivery of 
one soul out of purgatory. The second week in Lent a hundred and eight-and-fifty thousand years of 
pardon, besides the remission of all their sins, and a third part besides; and the delivery of one soul. The 
third week in Lent, eighty thousand years, besides a plenary remission, and the delivery of one soul out 
of purgatory. The fourth week in Lent, threescore thousand years of pardon, besides a remission of 
two-thirds of all their sins, and one plenary remission, and one soul delivered. The fifth week, 
seventy-nine thousand years of pardon, and the deliverance of two souls; only the two thousand seven 
hundred years that are given for the Sunday, may be had twice that day, if they will visit the altar twice, 



and as many quarantines. The sixth week, two hundred and five thousand years, besides quarantines, 
and four plenary pardons. Only on Palm Sunday, whose portion is twenty-five thousand years, it may be 
had twice that day. And all this is the price of him that shall, upon these days, visit the altar in the 
Church of St. Hilary. And this runs on to the Fridays, and many festivals and other solemn days in the 
other parts of the year."0Jer. Taylor, vol. xi. pp. 53056. 

[The doctrine then of pardons, spoken of in the Article, is the doctrine maintained and acted on in the 
Roman Church, that remission of the penalties of sin in the next life may be obtained by the power of 
the Pope, with such abuses as money payments consequent thereupon.] 

Veneration and worshipping of Images and Relics. 

That the Homilies do not altogether discard reverence towards relics, has already been shown. Now let 
us see what they do discard. 

"What meaneth it that Christian men, after the use of the Gentiles idolaters, cap and kneel before 
images? which if they had any sense and gratitude, would kneel before men, carpenters, masons, 
plasterers, founders, and goldsmiths, their makers and framers, by whose means they have attained this 
honour, which else would have been evil-favoured, and rude lumps of clay or plaster, pieces of timber, 
stone, or metal, without shape or fashion, and so without all estimation and honour, as that idol in the 
Pagan poet confesseth, saying, 01 was once a vile block, but now I am become a god,0 &c. What a fond 
thing is it for man, who hath life and reason, to bow himself, to a dead and insensible image, the work of 
his own hand! Is not this stooping and kneeling before them, which is forbidden so earnestly by GOD0S 
word? Let such as so fall down before images of saints, know and confess that they exhibit that honour 
to dead stocks and stones, which the saints themselves, Peter, Paul and Barnabas, would not to be given 
to them, being alive; which the angel of G 

OD forbiddeth to be given to him. And if they say they exhibit such honour not to the image, but to the 
saint whom it representeth, they are convicted of folly, to believe that they please saints with that 
honour, which they abhor as a spoil of GOD0S honour."--Homily on Peril of Idolatry, p. 191. 

Again: 

"Thus far Lactantius, and much more, too long here to write, of candle lighting in temples before images 
and idols for religion; whereby appeareth both the foolishness thereof, and also that in opinion and act 
we do agree altogether in our candle-religion with the Gentiles idolaters. What meaneth it that they, 
after the example of the Gentiles idolaters, burn incense, offer up gold to images, hang up crutches, 
chains, and ships, legs, arms, and whole men and women of wax, before images, as though by them, or 
saints (as they say) they were delivered from lameness, sickness, captivity, or shipwreck? Is not this 
0colere imagines,0 to worship images, so earnestly forbidden in GOD0S word? If they deny it, let them 
read the eleventh chapter of Daniel the Prophet, who saith of antichrist, 0He shall worship GOD, whom 
his fathers knew not, with gold, silver, and with precious stones, and other things of pleasured in which 

place the Latin word is colet."."To increase this madness, wicked men, which have the keeping of 

such images, for their great lucre and advantage, after the example of the Gentiles idolaters, have 
reported and spread abroad, as well by lying tales as written fables, divers miracles of images: as that 
such an image miraculously was sent from heaven, even like the Palladium, or Magna Diana 
Ephesiorum. Such another was as miraculously found in the earth, as the man0s head was in the Capitol, 
or the horse0s head in Capua. Such an image was brought by angels. Such an one came itself far from 
the East to the West, as Dame Fortune fled to Rome. Such an image of our Lady was painted by St. Luke, 
whom of a physician they have made a painter for that purpose. Such an one an hundred yokes of oxen 




could not move, like Bona Dea, whom the whip could not carry; or Jupiter Olympius, which laughed the 
artificers to scorn, that went about to remove him to Rome. Some images, though they were hard and 
stony, yet, for tender heart and pity, wept. Some, like Castor and Pollux, helping their friends in battle, 
sweat, as marble pillars do in dankish weather. Some spake more monstrously than ever did BalaamEs 
ass, who had life and breath in him. Such a cripple came and saluted this saint of oak, and by and by he 
was made whole; and lo! here hangeth his crutch. Such an one in a tempest vowed to St. Christopher, 
and Escaped; and behold, here is a ship of wax. Such an one, by St. LeonardEs help, brake out of prison, 

and see here his fetters hang."."The Relics we must kiss and offer unto, specially on Relic Sunday. 

And while we offer, (that we should not be weary, or repent us of our cost,) the music and minstrelsy 
goeth merrily all the offertory time, with praising and calling upon those saints, whose relics be then in 
presence. Yea, and the water also, wherein those relics have been dipped, must with great reverence be 

reserved, as very holy and effectuous."."Because Relics were so gainful, few places were there 

but they had relics provided for them. And for more plenty of Relics, some one saint had many heads, 
one in one place, and another in another place. Some had six arms, and twenty-six fingers. And where 
our LORD bare His cross alone, if all the pieces of the relics thereof were gathered together, the greatest 
ship in England would scarcely bear them; and yet the greatest part of it, they say, doth yet remain in 
the hands of the Infidels; for the which they pray in their beads-bidding, that they may get it also in their 
hands, for such godly use and purpose. And not only the bones of the saints, but every thing 
appertaining to them, was a holy relic. In some place they offer a sword, in some the scabbard, in some 
a shoe, in some a saddle that had been set upon some holy horse, in some the coals wherewith St. 
Laurence was roasted, in some place the tail of the ass which our LORD JESUS CHRIST sat on, to be 
kissed and offered unto for a relic. For rather than they would lack a relic, they would offer you a horse 
bone instead of a virginEs arm, or the tail of the ass to be kissed and offered unto for relics. 0 wicked, 
impudent, and most shameless men, the devisers of these things! 0 silly, foolish, and dastardly daws, 

and more beastly than the ass whose tail they kissed, that believe such things!"."Of these things 

already rehearsed, it is evident that our image maintainers have not only made images, and set them up 
in temples, as did the Gentiles their idols; but also that they have had the same idolatrous opinions of 
the saints, to whom they have made images, which the Gentiles idolaters had of their false gods; and 
have not only worshipped their images with the same rites, ceremonies, superstition, and all 
circumstances, as did the Gentiles idolaters for their idols, but in many points have also far exceeded 
them in all wickedness, foolishness and madness."EHomily on Peril of Idolatry, pp. 193E197. 

It will be observed that in this extract, as elsewhere in the Homilies, it is implied that the Bishop or the 
Church of Rome is Antichrist; but this is a statement bearing on prophetical interpretation, not on 
doctrine; and one besides which cannot be reasonably brought to illustrate or explain any of the 
positions of the Articles: and therefore it may be suitably passed over. 

In another place the Homilies speak as follows:- 

"Our churches stand full of such great puppets, wondrously decked and adorned; garlands and coronets 
be set on their heads, precious pearls hanging about their necks; their fingers shine with rings, set with 
precious stones; their dead and stiff bodies are clothed with garments stiff with gold. You would believer 
that the images of our men-saints were some princes of Persia land with their prod apparel; and the 
idols of our women-saints were nice and well-trimmed harlots, tempting their paramours to 
wantonness: whereby the saints of GOD are not honoured, but most dishonoured, and their godliness, 
soberness, chastity, contempt of riches, and of the vanity of the world, defaced and brought in doubt by 
such monstrous decking, most differing from their sober and godly lives. And because the whole 
pageant most thoroughly be played, it is not enough thus to deck idols, but at last come in the priests 
themselves, likewise decked with gold and pearl, that they may be meet servants for such lords and 






ladies, and fit worshippers of such gods and goddesses. And with a solemn pace they pass forth before 
these golden puppets, and fall down to the ground on their marrow-bones before these honourable 
idols; and then rising up again, offer up odours and incense unto them, to give the people an example of 
double idolatry, by worshipping not only the idol, but the god also, and riches, wherewith it is garnished. 
Which thing, the most part of our old Martyrs, rather than they would do, or once kneel, or offer up one 
crumb of incense before an image, suffered most cruel and terrible deaths, as the histories of them at 

large do declare."."0 books and scriptures, in the which the devilish schoolmaster, Satan, hath 

penned the lewd lessons of wicked idolatry, for his dastardly disciples and scholars to behold, reach, and 
learn, to GOD0S most high dishonour, and their most terrible damnation! Have we not been much 
bound, think you, to those which should have taught us the truth out of GOD0S Book and His Holy 
Scripture, that they have shut up that Book and Scripture from us, and none of us so bold as once to 
open it, or read in it? 

Again, with a covert allusion to the abuses of the day, the Homilist says elsewhere, of Scripture, 

"There shall you read of Baal, Moloch, Chamos, Melchom, Baalpeor, Astaroth, Bel, the Dragon, Priapus, 
the brazen Serpent, the twelve Signs, and many others, unto whose images the people, with great 
devotion, invented pilgrimages, precious decking, and censing them, kneeling down, and offering to 
them, thinking that an high merit before GOD, and to be esteemed above the precepts and 
commandments of GOD."0Homily on Good Works, p. 42. 

Again, soon after: 

"What man, having any judgment or learning, joined with a true zeal unto GOD, doth not see and lament 
to have entered into CHRISTIES religion, such false doctrine, superstition, idolatry, hypocrisy, and other 
enormities and abuses, so as by little and little, through the sour leaven thereof, the sweet bread of 
GODESS holy word had been much hindered and laid apart? Never had the Jews, in their most blindness, 
so many pilgrimages unto images, nor used so much kneeling, kissing, and censing of them, as hath been 
used in our time. Sects and feigned religions were neither the fortieth part so many among the Jews, nor 
more superstitiously and ungodly abused, than of late years they have been among us: which sects and 
religions had so many hypocritical and feigned works in their state of religion, as they arrogantly named 
it, that their lamps, as they said, ran always over, able to satisfy not only for their own sins, but also for 
all other their benefactors, brothers, and sisters of religion, as most ungodly and craftily they had 
persuaded the multitude of ignorant people; keeping in divers places, as it were, marts or markets of 
merits, being full of their holy relics, images, shrines, and works of overflowing abundance, ready to be 
sold; and all things which they had were called holyESholy cowls, holy girdles, holy pardons, holy beads, 
holy shows, holy rules, and all full of holiness. And what thing can be more foolish, more superstitious, 
or ungodly, than that men, women, and children, should wear a friarESs coat to deliver them from agues 
or pestilence; or when they die, or when their be buried, cause it to be cast upon them, in hope thereby 
to be saved? Which superstition, although ((thanks be to GOD) it hath been little used in this realm, yet 
in divers other realms it hath been, and yet it, used among many, both learned and unlearned."ESHomily 
on Good Works, pp. 45, 46. 

[Once more:-- 

"True religion, then, and pleasing of GOD, standeth not in making, setting up, painting, gilding, and 
decking of dumb and dead images (which be but great puppets and babies for old fools in dotage, and 
wicked idolatry, to dally and play with), nor in kissing of them, capping, kneeling, offering to them, 
incensing of them, setting up of candles, hanging up of legs, arms, or whole bodies of wax before them. 




or praying or asking of them, or of saints, things belonging only to GOD to give. But all these things be 
vain and abominable, and most damnable before GOD."0Homily on Peril of Idolatry, p. 223.] 

Now the veneration and worship condemned in these and other passages are such as these: kneeling 
before images, lighting candles to them, offering them incense, going on pilgrimage to them, hanging up 
crutches, &c. before them, lying tales about them, belief in miracles as if wrought by them through 
illusion of the devil, decking them up immodestly, and providing incentives by them to bad passions; 
and, in like manner, merry music and minstrelsy, and licentious practices in honour of relics, counterfeit 
relics, multiplication of them, absurd pretences about them. This is what the Article means by "the 
Romish doctrine," which, in agreement to one of the above extracts, it calls "a fond thing," res futilis; for 
who can ever hope, except the grossest and most blinded minds, to be gaining the favour of the blessed 
saints, while they come with unchaste thoughts and eyes, that cannot cease from sin; and to be profited 
by "pilgrimage-going," in which "Lady Venus and her son Cupid were rather worshipped wantonly in the 
flesh, than GOD the FATHER, and our SAVIOUR CHRIST HIS SON, truly worshipped in the SPIRIT?" 

Here again it is remarkable that, urged by the truth of the allegation, the Council of Trent is obliged, 
both to confess the above-mentioned enormities in the veneration of relics and images, and to forbid 
them. 

"Into these thy holy and salutary observances should any abuses creep, of these the Holy Council 
strongly [vehementer] desires the utter extinction; so that no images of a false doctrine, and supplying 

to the uninstructed opportunity of perilous error, should be set up.all superstition also in 

invocation of saints, veneration of relics, and sacred use of images, be put away; all filthy lucre be cast 
out of doors; and all wantonness be avoided; so that images be not painted or adorned with an 
immodest beauty; or the celebration of Saints and attendance on Relics be abused to revelries and 
drunkenness; as though festival days were kept in honour of saints by luxury and lasciviousness."ESess . 
25. 

[On the whole, then, by the Romish doctrine of the veneration and worshipping of images and relics, the 
Article means all maintenance of those idolatrous honours which have been and are paid to them so 
commonly throughout the Church of Rome, with the superstitions, profanities, and impurities 
consequent thereupon.] 

Invocation of Saints. 

By "invocation" here is not meant the mere circumstance of addressing beings out of sight, because we 
use the Psalms in our daily service, which are frequent invocations of Angels to praise and bless GOD. In 
the Benedicite too we address "the spirits and souls of the righteous." 

Nor is it a "fond" invocation to pray that unseen beings may bless us; [for this Bishop Ken does in his 
Evening Hymn:0 

0 may my Guardian, while I sleep. 

Close to my bed his vigils keep, 

His love angelical instil. 

Stop all the avenues of ill, &c.] 


On the other hand, judging from the example set us in the Homilies themselves, invocations are not 
censurable, and certainly not "fond," if we mean nothing definite by them, addressing them to beings 
which we know cannot hear, and using them as interjections. The Homilist seems to avail himself of this 




proviso in a passage, which will serve to begin our extracts in illustration of the superstitious use of 
invocations. 

"We have left Him neither heaven, nor earth, nor water, nor country, nor city, peace nor war to rule and 
govern, neither men, nor beasts, nor their diseases to cure; that a godly man might justly, for zealous 
indignation, cry out, 0 heaven, 0 earth, and seas, what madness and wickedness against GOD are men 
fallen into! What dishonour do the creatures to their CREATOR and MAKER! And if we remember GOD 
sometimes, yet, because we doubt of His ability or will to help, we join to Him another helper, as if He 
were a noun adjective, using these sayings: such as learn, GOD and St. Nicholas be my speed: such as 
neese, GOD help and St. John: to the horse, GOD and St. Loy save thee. Thus are we become like horses 
and mules, which have no understanding. For is there not one GOD only, who by His power and wisdom 
made all things, and by His providence governeth the same, and by His goodness maintaineth and 
saveth them? be not all things of Him, by Him and through Him? Why dost thou turn from the CREATOR 
to the creatures? This is the manner of the Gentiles idolaters: but thou art a Christian, and therefore by 
CHRIST alone hast access to GOD the FATHER, and help of Him only."EHomily on Peril of Idolatry, p. 189. 

Again, just before: 

Terentius Varro showeth, that there were three hundred Jupiters in his time: there were no fewer 
Veneres and DianE: we had no fewer Christophers, Ladies and Mary Magdalens, and other saints. 
Enomaus and Hesodius shew, that in their time there were thirty thousand gods. I think we had no 
fewer saints, to whom we gave the honour due to GOD. And they have not only spoiled the true living 
GOD of His due honour in temples, cities, countries and lands, by such devices and inventions as the 
Gentiles idolaters have done before them: but the sea and waters have as well special saints with them, 
as they had gods with the Gentiles, Neptune, Triton, Nereus, Castor and Pollux, Venus, and such other: 
in whose places be come St. Christopher, St. Clement, and divers other, and specially our Lady, to whom 
shipmen sing, EAve, maris Stella.E Neither hath the fire escaped their idolatrous inventions. For, instead 
of Vulcan and Vesta, the GentilesE gods of the fire, our men have placed St. Agatha, and make litters on 
her day for to quench fire with. Every artificer and profession hath his special saint, as a peculiar god. As 
for example, scholars have St. Nicholas and St. Gregory: painters, St. Luke; neither lack soldiers their 
Mars, nor lovers their Venus, amongst Christians. All diseases have their special saints, as gods the 

curers of them; .the falling-evil St. Cornelio, the tooth-ache St. Apollin, &c. Neither do beats nor 

cattle lack their gods with us; for St. Loy is the horse-leech, and St. Anthony the swineherd." --Ibid., p. 
188. 

The same subject is introduced in connexion with a lament over the falling off of attendance on religious 
worship consequent upon the Reformation: 

"GODES vengeance hath been and is daily provoked, because much wicked people pass nothing to 
resort to the Church, either for that they are so sore blinded, that they understand nothing of GOD and 
godliness, and care not with devilish example to offend their neighbours; or else for that they see the 
Church altogether scoured of such gay gozing sights, as their gross fantasy was greatly delighted with, 
because they see the false religion abandoned, and the true restored, which seemeth an unsavoury 
thing to their unsavoury taste; as may appear by this, that a woman said to her neighbour, EAlas, gossip, 
what shall we now do at church, since all the saints are taken away, since all the goodly sights we were 
wont to have are gone, since we cannot hear the like piping, singing, chanting, and playing upon the 
organs, that we could before ?E But, dearly beloved, we ought greatly to rejoice, and give GOD thanks 
that our churches are delivered of all those things which displeased GOD so sore, and filthily defiled His 
house and His place of prayer, for the which He hath justly destroyed many nations, according to the 




saying of St. Paul: Elf any man defile the temple of GOD, GOD will him destroy.® And this ought we 
greatly to praise GOD for, that superstitious and idolatrous manners as were utterly naught, and 
defaced GODES glory, are utterly abolished, as they most justly deserved: and yet those things that 
either GOD was honoured with, or His people edified, are decently retained, and inour churches comely 
practised."-On the Place and Time of Prayer, pp. 203, 294. 

Again: 

"There are certain conditions most requisite to be found in every such a one that must be called upon, 
which if they be not found in Him unto whom we pray, then doth our prayer avail us nothing, but is 
altogether in vain. 

"The first is this, that He, to whom we make our prayers, be able to help us. The second is, that He will 
help us, The third is, that He be such a one as may hear our prayers. The fourth is, that He understand 
better than ourselves what we lack, and how far we have need of help. If these things be to be found in 
any other, saving only GOD, then may we lawfully call upon some other besides GOD. But what man is 
so gross, but he well understandeth that those things are only proper to Him, who is omnipotent, and 
knoweth all things, even the very secrets of the heart; that is to say, only and to GOD alone? Whereof it 
followeth that we must call neither upon angel, nor yet upon saint, but only and solely upon GOD, as St. 
Paul doth write: EHow shall men call upon Him, in whom they have not believed?® So that invocation or 
prayer may not be made without faith in Him on whom they call; but that we must first believe in Him 
before we can make our prayer unto Him, whereupon we must only and solely pray unto GOD. For to 
say that we should believe in either angel or saint, or in any other living creature, were most horrible 
blasphemy against GOD and His holy word; neither ought this fancy to enter into the heart of any 
Christian man, because we are expressly taught in the word of the LORD only to repose our faith in the 
blessed TRINITY, in whose only name we are also baptized, according to the express commandment of 
our SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, in the last of St. Matthew. 

"But that the truth thereof may better appear, even to them that be most simple and unlearned, let us 
consider what prayer is. St. Augustine calleth it a lifting up of the mind to GOD; that is to say, an humble 
and lowly pouring out of the heart to GOD. Isidorus saith, that it is an affection of the heart, and not a 
labour of the lips. So that, by these plans, true prayer doth consist not so much in the outward sound 
and voice of words, as in the inward groaning and crying of the heart to GOD. 

"Now, then, is there any angel, any virgin, any patriarch, or prophet, among the dead, that can 
understand or know the meaning of the hear? The Scripture saith, Eit is GOD that searcheth the heart 
and reins, and that He only knoweth the hearts of the children of men.® As for the saints, they have so 
little knowledge of the secrets of the heart, that many of the ancient fathers greatly doubt whether they 
know any thing at all, that is commonly done on earth. And albeit some think they do, yet St Augustine, 
a doctor of great authority, and also antiquity, hath this opinion of them; that they know no more what 
we do on earth, than we know what they do in heaven. For proof whereof, he allegeth the words of 
Isaiah the prophet, where it is said, EAbraham is ignorant of us, and Israel knoweth us not.® His mind 
therefore is this, not that we should put any religion in worshipping them, or praying unto them; but 
that we should honour them by following their virtuous and godly life. For, as he witnesseth in another 
place, the martyrs, and holy men in time past, were wont, after their death, to be remembered and 
named of the priest at divine service; but never to be invocated or called upon. And why so? Because 
the priest, saith he, is GODES priest, and not theirs: whereby he is bound to call upon GOD, and not 

upon them.0 but I dare not (will some man say) trouble GOD at all times with my prayers we see 

that in kings® houses, and courts of princes, men cannot be admitted, unless they first use the help and 




means of some special nobleman, to come to the speech of the king, and to obtain the thing that they 
would have. 

"CHRIST, sitting in heaven, hath an everlasting priesthood, and always prayeth to His FATHER for them 
that be penitent, obtaining, by virtue of His wounds, which are evermore in the sight of GOD, not only 
perfect remission of our sins, but also all other necessaries that we lack in this world; so that this Holy 
Mediator is sufficient in heaven, and needeth no others to help Him. 

"Invocation is a thing proper unto GOD, which if we attribute unto the saints, it soundeth unto their 
reproach, neither can they well bear it at our hands. When Paul healed a certain lame man, which was 
impotent in his feet, at Lystra, the people would have done sacrifice unto him and Barnabas; who, 
rending their clothes, refused it, and exhorted them to worship the true GOD. Likewise in Revelation, 
when St. John fell before the angelEs feet to worship him, the angel would not permit him to do it, but 
commanded him that he should worship GOD. Which examples declare unto us, that the saints and 
angels in heaven will not have us to do any honour unto them that is due and proper unto 
GOD."0Homily on Prayer, pp. 2720277. 

Whereas, then, it has already been shown that not all invocation is wrong, this last passage plainly tells 
us what kind of invocation is not allowable, or what is meant by invocation in its exceptionable sense: 
viz. "a thing proper to GOD," as being part of the "honour that is due and proper unto GOD." And two 
instances are specially given of such calling and invocating, viz., sacrificing, and falling down in worship. 
Besides this, the Homilist adds, that it is wrong to pray to them for "necessaries in this world," and to 
accompany their services with "piping, singing, chanting, and playing" on the organ, and of invoking 
saints as patrons of particular elements, countries arts, or remedies. 

Here again, as before, the Article gains a witness and concurrence from the Council of Trent.. "Though," 
say the divines there assembled, "the Church has been accustomed sometimes to celebrate a few 
masses to the honour and remembrance of saints, yet she doth not teach that sacrifice is offered to 
them, but to GOD alone, who crowned them; wherefore neither is the priest wont to say, I offer sacrifice 
to thee, 0 Peter, or 0 Paul, but to GOD." (Sess. 22.) Or, to know what is meant by fond invocations, we 
may refer to the following passage of Bishop Andrews0s Answer to Cardinal Perron:0 

"This one point is needful to be observed throughout all the Cardinal0s answer, that he hath framed to 
himself five distinctions:0(l.) Prayer direct, and prayer oblique, or indirect. (2.) Prayer absolute, and 
prayer relative. (3.) Prayer sovereign, and prayer subaltern. (4.) Prayer final, and prayer transitory. (5.) 
Prayer sacrificial, and prayer out of, or from the sacrifice. Prayer direct, absolute, final, sovereign, 
sacrificial, that must not be made to the saints, but to GOD only: but as for prayer oblique, relative, 
transitory, subaltern, from, or out of the sacrifice, that (saith he) we may make to the saints. 

"For all the world, like the question in Scotland, which was made some fifty years since, whether the 
Pater noster might not be said to saints. For then they in like sort devised the distinction of0(l.) 
Ultimate, et non ultimate. (2.) Principaliter, et minus principaliter. (3.) Primarie et secundarie: Capiendo 
stricte et capiendo large. And as for ultimate, principaliter, primarie et capiendo stricte, they conclude it 
must go to GOD: but non ultimate, minus principaliter, secundarie, et capiendo large, it might be 
allowed saints. 

"Yet it is sure, that in these distinctions is the whole substance of his answer. And whensoever he is 
pressed, he flees straight to his prayer relative and prayer transitory; as if prier pour prier were all the 
Church of Rome did hold; and that they made no prayers to the saints, but only to pray for them. The 
Bishop well remembers, that Master Casaubon more than once told him that reasoning with the 



Cardinal, touching the invocation of saints, the Cardinal freely confessed to him that he had never 
prayed to saint in all his life, save only when he happened to follow the procession; and that then he 
sung Ora pro nobis with the clerks indeed, but else not. 

"Which cometh much to this opinion he now seemeth to defend: but wherein others of the Church of 
Rome will surely give him over, so that it is to be feared that the Cardinal will be shent for this, and some 
censure come out against him by the Sorbonne. For the world cannot believe that oblique relative 
prayer is all that is sought; seeing it is most evident, by their breviaries, hours, and rosaries, that they 
pray directly, absolutely, and finally to saints, and make no mention at all of prier pour prier, to pray to 
GOD to forgive them; but to the saints, to give it themselves. So that all he saith comes to nothing. They 
say to the blessed Virgin, ESancta Maria,® not only EOra pro nobis:® but ESuccure miseris, juva 
pusillanimes, refove flebiles, accipe quod offerimus, dona quod rogamus, excusa quod timemus,® &c. 
&c. 

All which, and many more, shew plainly that the practice of the Church of Rome, in this point of 
invocation of saints, is far otherwise than Cardinal Perron would bear the world in hand; and that prier 
pour prier is not at all, but that ETo dona cElum, Tu laxa, Tu sana, Tu solve crimina, Tu due, conduc, 
indue, perdue ad gloriam; Tu serva, Tu fer opem, To aufer, Tu confer vitam,® are said to them (totidem 
verbis); more than which cannot be said to GOD Himself. And again, EHic nos solvat y peccatis. Hie 
nostros tergat reatus, Hie arma conferat, His hostem fuget, Hie gubernet, Hie aptet tuo conspectui;® 
which if they be not direct and absolute, it would be asked of them, what is absolute or direct?"EBishop 
AndrewsEs Answer to Chapter XX. of Cardinal PerronEs Reply, pp. 57E62. 

BellarmineEs admissions quite bear out the principles laid down by Bishop Andrews and the Homilist:® 

"It is not lawful," he says, "to ask of the saints to grant to us, as if they were the authors of divine 

benefits, glory or grace, or the other means of blessedness.This is proved, first, from Scripture, 

EThe LORD will give grace and glory.® (Psal. Ixxxiv.) Secondly, from the usage of the Church; for in the 
mass-prayers, and the saints® offices, we never ask any thing else, but that at their prayers, benefits 
may be granted to us by GOD. Thirdly, from reason: for what we need surpasses the powers of the 
creature, and therefore even of saints; therefore we ought to ask nothing of saints beyond their 
impetrating from GOD what is profitable for us. Fourthly, from Augustine and Theodoret, who expressly 
teach that saints are not to be invoked as gods, but as able to gain from GOD what they wish. However, 
it must be observed, when we say, that nothing should be asked of saints but their prayers for us, the 
question is not about the words, but the sense of the words. For, as far as words go it is lawful to say: 
ESt. Peter, pity me, save me, open for me the gate of heaven;® also, Egive me health of body, patience, 
fortitude,® &c., provided that we mean Esave and pity me by praying for me;® Egrant this or that by thy 
prayers and merits." For so speaks Gregory Nazianzen, and many others of the ancients, &c."EDe Sanct. 
Beat. i. 17. 

[By the doctrine of the invocation of saints then, the Article means all maintenance of addresses to them 
which intrench upon the incommunicable honour due to GOD alone, such as have been, and are in the 
Church of Rome, and such as, equally with the peculiar doctrine of purgatory, pardons, and worshipping 
and adoration of images and relics, as actually taught in that Church, are unknown to the Catholic 
Church.] 


R 7.®The Sacraments. 





Art. xxv.E'Those five, commonly called Sacraments, that is to say, Confirmation, Penance, Orders, 
Matrimony, and Extreme Unction, are not to be counted for Sacraments of the Gospel, being such as 
have grown, partly of the corrupt following (prav' imitatione) of the Apostles, partly from states of life 
allowed in the Scriptures; but yet have not like natuire of sacraments (sacramentorum eandem 
rationem,) with Baptism and the LORDES Supper, for that they have not any visible sign or ceremony 
ordained of GOD." 

This Articles does not deny the five rites in question to be sacraments, but to be sacraments in the sense 
in which Baptism and the LordEs Supper are sacraments; "sacraments of the Gospel," sacraments with 
an outward sign ordained of God. 

They are not sacraments in any sense, unless the Church has the power of dispensing grace through rites 
of its own appointing, or is endued with the gift of blessing and hallowing the "rites or ceremonies" 
which, according to the Twentieth Article, it "hath power to decree." But we may well believe that the 
Church has this gift. 

If, then, a sacrament be merely an outward sign of an invisible grace under it, the five rites may be 
sacraments; but if it must be an outward sign ordained by GOD or CHRIST, then only Baptism and the 
LORDES Supper are sacraments. 

Our Church acknowledges both definitions;Ein the Article before us, the stricter; and again in the 
Catechism, where a sacrament is defined to be "an outward visible sign of an inward spiritual grace, 
given unto us, ordained by CHRIST Himself." And this, it should be remarked, is a characteristic of our 
formularies in various places, not to deny the truth or obligation of certain doctrines or ordinances, but 
simply to deny, (what no Roman opponent now can successfully maintain,) that CHRIST for certain 
directly ordained them. For instance, in regard to the visible Church it is sufficient that the ministration 
of the sacraments should be "according to CHRISTES ordinance." Art. xix.EAnd it is added, "in all those 
things that of necessity are requisite to the same." The question entertained is, "what is the least that 
GOD requires of us." Again, "the baptism of young children is to be retained, as most agreeable to the 
institution of CHRIST." Art. xxvii.EAgain, "the sacrament of the LordEs Supper was not by CHRISTES 
ordinance reserved, carried about, lifted up, or worshipped." Art. xxviii.EWho will maintain the paradox 
that what the Apostles "set in order when they came" had been already done by CHRIST? Again, "both 
parts of the LORDES sacrament, by CHRISTES ordinance and commandment, ought to be administered 
to all Christian men alike." Art. xxx.EAgain, "bishops, priests, and deacons, are not commanded by 
GODES law either to vow the estate of single life or to abstain from marriage." Art. xxxii.E[ln making this 
distinction, however, it is not here insinuated, though the question is not entered on in these particular 
Articles, that every one of these points, of which it is only said that they are not ordained by CHRIST, is 
justifiable on grounds short of His appointment.] 

On the other hand, our Church takes the wider sense of the meaning of the word sacrament in the 
Homilies; observingE 

"In the second Book again the Adversary of the Law and the Prophets, he [St. Augustine] calleth 
sacraments holy signs. And writing to Bonifacius of the baptism of infants, he saith. Elf sacraments had 
not a certain similitude of those things whereof they be sacraments, they should be no sacraments at 
all. And of this similitude they do for the most part receive the names of the self-same things they 
signify.E By these words of St. Augustine it appeareth, that he alloweth the common description of a 
sacrament, which is, that it is a visible sign of an invisible grace; that is to say, that setteth out to the 
eyes and other outward senses the inward working of GodEs free mercy, and doth, as it were, sealing 



our hearts the promises of God."EHomily on Common Prayer and Sacraments, pp. 296, 297. 

Accordingly, starting with this definition of St. AugustineEs, the writer is necessarily carried on as 
follows:® 

"You shall hear how many sacraments there be, that were instituted by our SAVIOUR CHRIST, and are to 
be continued, and received of every Christian in due time and order, and for such purpose as our 
SAVIOUR CHRIST willed them to be received. And as for the number of them, if they should be 
considered according to the exact signification of a sacrament, namely, for visible signs expressly 
commanded in the New Testament, whereunto is annexed the promise of free forgiveness of our sins, 
and of our holiness and joining in CHRIST, there be but two; namely, Baptism, and the Supper of the 
Lord. For although absolution hath the promise of forgiveness of sin; yet by the express word of the New 
Testament, it hath not this promise annexed and tied to the visible sign, which is imposition of hands. 
For this visible sign (I mean laying on of hands) is not expressly commanded in the New Testament to be 
used in absolution, as the visible signs in Baptism and he LORDES Supper are: and therefore absolution is 
no such sacrament as Baptism and Communion are. And though the ordering of ministers hath this 
visible sign and promise; yet it lacks the promise of remission of sin, as all other sacraments besides the 
two above named do. Therefore neither it, nor any other sacrament else, be such sacraments as 
Baptism and the Communion are. But in a general acception, the name of a sacrament may be 
attributed to any thing, whereby an holy thing is signified. In which understanding of the word, the 
ancient writers have given this name, not only to the other five, commonly of late years taken and used 
for supplying the number of the seven sacraments; but also to divers and sundry other ceremonies, as to 
oil, washing of feet, and such like; not meaning thereby to repute them as sacraments, in the same 
signification that the two forenamed sacraments are. And therefore St. Augustine, weighing the true 
signification and exact meaning of the word, writing to Januarius, and also in the third Book of Christian 
Doctrine, affirmeth, that the sacraments of the Christians, as they are most excellent in signification, so 
are they most few in number, and in both places maketh mention expressly of two, the sacrament of 
Baptism, and the Supper of the LORD, and although there are retained by order of the Church of 
England, besides these two, certain other rites and ceremonies, about the institution of ministers in the 
Church, Matrimony, Confirmation of Children, by examining them of their knowledge in the Articles of 
the Faith, and joining thereto the prayers of the Church for them, and likewise for the Visitation of the 
Sick; yet no man ought to take these for sacraments, in such signification and meaning as the 
sacraments of Baptism and the LORDES Supper are: but either for godly states of life, necessary in 
ChristEs Church, and therefore worthy to be set forth by public action and solemnity, by the ministry of 
the Church, or else judged to be such ordinances as may make for the instruction, comfort, and 
edification of CHRISTES Church."EHomily on Common Prayer and Sacraments, pp. 298-300. 

Another definition of the word sacrament, which equally succeeds in limiting it to the two principal rites 
of the Christian Church, is also contained in the Catechism, as well as alluded to in the above 
passage:E"Two only, as generally necessary to salvation, Baptism and the Supper of the LORD." On this 
subject the following remark has been made:E 

"The Roman Catholic considers that there are seven [sacraments]; we do not strictly determine the 
number. We define the word generally to be an Eoutward sign of an inward grace,® without saying to 
how many ordinances this applies. However, what we do determine is, that CHRIST has ordained two 
special sacraments, as generally necessary to salvation. This, then is the characteristic mark of those 
two, separating them from all other whatever; and this is nothing else but saying in other words that 
they are the only justifying rites, or instruments of communicating the Atonement, which is the one 
thing necessary to us. Ordination, for instance, gives power, yet without making the soul acceptable to 



God; Confirmation gives light and strength, yet is the mere completion of Baptism; and Absolution may 
be viewed as a negative ordinance removing the barrier which sin has raised between us and that grace, 
which by inheritance is ours. But the two sacraments Eof the Gospel,® as they may be emphatically 
styled, are the instruments of inward life, according to our LORD0S declaration, that Baptism is a new 
birth, and that in the Eucharist we eat the living bread." 


R 8.®Transubstantiation. 

Article xxviii.E'Transubstantiation, or the change of the substance of bread and wine, in the Supper of 
the Lord, cannot be proved by Holy Writ; but is repugnant to the plain words of Scripture, overthroweth 
the nature of a sacraments, and hath given occasion to many superstitions." 

What is here opposed as "Transubstantiation," is the shocking doctrine that "the body of CHRIST," as the 
article goes on to express it, is not "given, taken, and eaten, after an heavenly and spiritual manner, but 
is carnally pressed with the teeth;" that It is a body or substance of a certain extension and bulk in 
space, and a certain figure and due disposition of parts, whereas we hold that the only substance such, 
is the bread we see. 

This is plain from Article xxix., which quotes St. Augustine as speaking of the wicked as "carnally and 
visible pressing with their teeth the sacrament of the body and blood of CHRIST," not the real substance, 
a statement which even the Breviary introduces into the service for Corpus Christi day. 

This is plain also from the words of the Homily:®"Saith Cyprian, ®when we do these things, we need not 
whet our teeth, but with sincere faith we break and divide that holy bread. It is well known that the 
meat we seek in this supper is spiritual food, the nourishment of the soul, a heavenly refection, and not 
earthly; an invisible meat, and not a bodily; a ghostly substance, and not carnal.0" 

Some extracts may be quoted to the same effect from Bishop Taylor. Speaking of what has been 
believed in the Church of Rome, he says:® 

"Sometimes CHRIST hath appeared in His own shape, and blood and flesh hath been pulled out of the 
mouths of the communicants: and Plegilus, the priest, saw an angel, showing CHRIST to him in form of a 
child upon the altar, whom first he took in his arms and kissed, but did eat him up presently in his other 
shape, in the shape of a wafer. ®Speciosa certE pax nebulonis, ut qui oris prEbuerat basium, dentius 
inferret exitium,® said Berengarius: Sit was but a Judas® kiss to kiss with he lip, and bite with the 
teeth.®"®Bp. Taylor, vol. x. p. 12. 

Again:® 

"Yet if this and the other miracles pretended, had not been illusions or directly fabulous, it had made 
very much against the present doctrine of the Roman Church; for they represent the body in such 
measure, as by their explications it is not, and it cannot be: they represent it broken, a finger, or a piece 
of flesh, or bloody, or bleeding, or in the form of an infant; and then, when it is in the species of bread: 
for if, as they say, CHRIST0S body is present no longer than the form of bread remained, how can it be 
CHRIST0S body in the miracle, when the species being gone, it is no longer a sacrament? But the dull 
inventors of miracles in those ages considered nothing of this; the article itself was then gross and rude, 
and so were the instruments of probation. I noted this, not only to show at what door so incredible a 
persuasion entered, but that the zeal of prevailing in it hath so blinded the refiners of it in this age, that 



they still urge those miracles for proof, when, if they do any thing at all, they reprove the present 
doctrine."®Bp. TaylorEs Works, vol. ix. p. ccccxi. 

Again: the change which is denied in the Article is accurately specified in another passage of the same 
author:® 

" I will not insist upon the unworthy questions which this carnal doctrine introduces . . . neither will I 
make scrutiny concerning CHRISTES bones, hair, and nails; nor suppose the Roman priests to be such 
[karcharodontes] and to have such Esaws in their mouths:® these are appendages of their persuasion, 
but to be abominated by all Christian and modest persons, who use to eat not the bodies but the flesh 
of beasts, and not to devour, but to worship the body of Christ in the exaltation, and now in union with 
His divinity."®On the Real Presence, 11. 

And again:® 

"They that deny the spiritual sense, and affirm the natural, are to remember that CHRIST reproved all 
senses of these words that were not spiritual. And by the way let me observe, that the expressions of 
some chief men among the Romanists are so rude and crass, that it will be impossible to excuse them 
from the understanding the words in the sense of the men of Capernaum; for, as they understood 
CHRIST to mean His ®true flesh natural and proper,® so do they: as they thought CHRIST intended they 
should tear Him with their teeth and such His blood, for which they were offended; so do these men not 
only think so, but say so, and are not offended. So said Alanus, EApertissime laquimur, corpus Christi 
vere a nobis contrectari, manducari, circumgestari, dentibus teri [ground by the teeth], sensibilter 
sacrificari [sensibly sacrificed], non minus quam ante consecrationem panis,® [not less than the bread 
before consecration]... I thought that the Romanists had been glad to separate their own opinion from 
the carnal conceit of the men of Capernaum and the offended disciples .... but I find that Bellarmine 
owns it, even in them, in their ruse circumstances, for he affirms that ECHRIST corrected them not for 
supposing so, but reproved them for not believing it to be so.® And indeed himself says as much: ®The 
body of CHRIST is truly and properly manducated or chewed with the bread in the Eucharist;® and to 
take off the foulness of the expression, by avoiding a worse, he is pleased to speak nonsense: ®A thing 
may be manducated or chewed, though it be not attrite or broken.® ... But Bellarmine adds, that if you 
will not allow him to say so, then he grants it in plain terms, that CHRISTES body is chewed, is attrite, or 
broken with the teeth, and that not tropically, but properly. . . . How? under the species of bread, and 
invisibly."®lbid. 3. 

Take again the statement of Ussher:® 

"Paschasius Radbertus, who was one of the first setters forward of this doctrine in the West, spendeth a 
large chapter upon this point, wherein he telleth us, that CHRIST in the sacrament did show himself 
Eoftentimes in a visible shape, either in the form of a lamb, or in the colour of flesh and blood; so that 
while the host was a breaking or an offering, a lamb in the priestEs hands, and blood in the chalice 
should be seen as it were flowing from the sacrifice, that what lay hid in a mystery might to them that 
yet doubted be made manifest in a miracle.® .... The first [tale] was .... of a Roman matron, who 
found a piece of the sacramental bread turned into the fashion of a finger, all bloody; which afterwards, 
upon the prayers of St. Gregory, was converted to its former shape again. The other two were first 

coined by the Grecian liars.The former of these is not only related there, but also in the legend of 

Simeon Metaphrastes (which is such another author among the Grecians as Jacobus de Voragine was 
among the Latins) in the life of Arsenius,.... how that a little child was seen upon the altar, and an angel 
cutting him into small, pieces with a knife, and receiving his blood into the chalice, as long as the priest 




was breaking the bread into little parts. The latter is of a certain Jew receiving the sacrament at St. 
BasilEs hands, converted visibly into true flesh and blood." UssherEs Answer to a Jesuit, pp. 62E04. 


Or the following:® 

"When St. Odo was celebrating the mass in the presence of certain of the clergy of Canterbury, (who 
maintained that the bread and wine, after consecration, do remain in their former substance, and are 
not CHRIST'S true body and blood, but a figure of it:) when he was come to contraction, presently the 
fragments of the body of CHRIST which he held in his hands, began to pour forth blood into the chalice. 
Whereupon he shed tears of joy; and beckoning to them that wavered in their faith, to come near and 
see the wonderful work of GOD; as soon as they beheld it they cried out, EO holy Prelate! to whom the 
SON of GOD has been pleased to reveal Himself visibly in the flesh, pray for us, that the blood we see 
here present to our eyes, may again be changed, lest for our unbelief the Divine vengeance fall upon 
us.E He prayed accordingly; after which, looking in the chalice, he saw the species of bread and wine, 
where he had left blood. 

"St. Wittekundus, in the administration of the Eucharist saw a child enter into every oneEs mouth, 
playing and smiling when some received him, and with an abhorring countenance when he went into 
the mouths of others; CHRIST thus showing this saint in His countenance, who were worthy and who 
unworthy receivers."EJohnsonEs Miracles of Saints, pp. 27, 28. 

The same doctrine was imposed by Nicholas the Second which runs thus:® 

"I, Berengarius .... anathematize every heresy, and more particularly that of which I have hitherto been 
accused .... I agree with the Roman Church .... that the bread and wine which are placed on the altar are, 
after consecration, not only a sacrament, but even the true body and blood of our LORD JESUS CHRIST; 
and that they are sensibly, and not merely sacramentally, but in truth, handled and broken, by the hands 
of the priest, and ground by the teeth of the faithful."EBowdenEs Life of Gregory VII., vol. ii. p. 243. 

Another illustration of the sort of doctrine offered in the Article, may be given from Bellarmine, whose 
controversial statements have already been introduced in the course of the above extracts. He thus 
opposes the doctrine of introsusception, which the spiritual view of the Real Presence naturally 
suggests:® 

He observes, that there are "two particular opinions, false and erroneous, excogitated in the schools: 
that of Durandus, who thought it probable that the substance of the body of CHRIST in the Eucharist, 
was without magnitude; and that of certain ancients, which Occam seems afterwards to have followed, 
that though it has magnitude, (which they think not really separable from substance;) yet every part is 
so penetrated by every other, that the body of CHRIST is without figure, without distinction and order of 
parts." With this he contrasts the doctrine which, he maintains, is that of the Church of Rome as well as 
the general doctrine of the schools, that "in the Eucharist whole CHRIST exists with magnitude and all 
accidents, except that relation to a heavenly location which He has as He is in heaven, and those things 
which are concomitants on His existence in that location; and that the parts and members of CHRISTES 
body do not penetrate each other, but are so distinct and arranged one with another, as to have a figure 
and order suitable to a human body."EDe Euchar. iii. 5. 

We see then, that, by transubstantiation, our Article does not confine itself to any abstract theory, nor 
aim at any definition of the word substance, nor in rejecting it, rejects a word, nor in denying a "mutatio 




panis et vini," is denying every kind of change, but opposes itself to a certain plain and unambiguous 
statement, not of this or that council, but one generally received or taught both in the schools and in the 
multitude, that the material elements are changed into an earthly, fleshly, and organized body, 
extended in size, distinct in its parts, which is there where the outward appearances of bread and wine 
are, and only does not meet the senses, nor even that always. 

Objections against "substance," "nature," "change," "accidents," and the like, seem more or less 
questions of words, and inadequate expressions of the great offence which we find in the received 
Roman view of this sacred doctrine. 

In this connexion it may be suitable to proceed to notice the Explanation appended to the Communion 
Service, of our kneeling at the LORDISS Supper, which requires explanation itself, more perhaps than any 
part of our formularies. It runs as follows:13 

"Whereas it is ordained in this office for the Administration of the LORDEs Supper, that the 
communicants should receive the same kneeling: (which order is well meant, for a signification of our 
humble and grateful acknowledgement of the benefits of CHRIST therein given to all worthy receivers, 
and for the avoiding of such profanation and disorder in the holy communion, as might otherwise ensue 
;) yet, lest the same kneeling should by any persons, either out of ignorance and infirmity, or out of 
malice and obstinacy, be misconstrued and depraved,Elt is hereby declared, that thereby no adoration is 
intended, or ought to be done, either unto the sacramental bread or wine there bodily received, or unto 
any corporal presence of CHRISTIES natural flesh and blood. For the sacramental bread and wine remain 
still in their very natural substances, and therefore may not be adored, (for that were idolatry, to be 
abhorred of all faithful Christians ;) and the natural body and blood of our SAVIOUR CHRIST are in 
heaven, and not here, it being against the truth of CHRISTIES natural body to be at one time in more 
places than one." 

Now it may be admitted without difficulty,®!.. That "no adoration ought to be done unto the 
sacramental bread and wine there bodily received." 2. Nor "unto any corporal (i. e. carnal) presence of 
CHRISTIES natural flesh and blood." 

3. That "the sacramental bread and wine remain still in their very natural substances." 4. That to adore 
them "were idolatry to be abhorred of all faithful Christians;" and 5. That "the natural body and blood of 
our SAVIOUR CHRIST are in heaven." 

But "to heaven" is added, "and not here." Now, though it be allowed that there is no "corporal 
presence" [i. e. carnal] of "CHRISTIES natural flesh and blood" here, it is a further point to allow that 
"CHRISTIES natural body and blood" are "not here." And the question is, how can there be any presence 
at all of His body and blood, yet a presence such, as not to be here? How can there be any presence, yet 
not local? 

Yet that this is the meaning of the paragraph in question is plain, from what it goes on to say in proof of 
its position: "It being against the truth of CHRISTIES natural body to be at one time in more places than 
one." It is here asserted then, 1. Generally, "no natural body can be in more places than one;" therefore, 
2. CHRISTIES natural body cannot be in the bread and wine, or there where the bread and wine are seen. 
In other words, there is no local presence in the Sacrament. Yet, that there is a presence is asserted in 
the Homilies, as quoted above, and the question is, as just now stated, "How can there be a presence, 
yet not a local one?" 


Now, first, let it be observed that the question to be solved is the truth of a certain philosophical 



deduction, not of a certain doctrine of Scripture. That there is a real presence, Scripture asserts, and the 
Homilies, Catechism, and Communion Service confess; but the explanation before us adds, that it is 
philosophically impossible that it should be a particular kind of presence, a presence of which one can 
say "it is here," or which is "local." It states then a philosophical deduction; but to such deduction none 
of us have subscribed. We have professed in the words of the Canon: "That the Book of Prayer, &c. 
containeth in it nothing contrary to the Word of God." Now, a position like this may not be, and is not, 
"contrary to the word of God," and yet need not be true; e. g. we may accept St. ClementEs Epistle to 
the Corinthians, as containing nothing contrary to Scripture, nay, as altogether most scriptural, and yet 
this would not hinder us from rejecting the account of the PhHnixElas contrary, not to GOD0S word, but 
to matter of fact. Even the infallibility of the Roman see is not considered to extend to matters of fact or 
points of philosophy. Nay, we commonly do not consider that we need take the words of Scripture itself 
literally about the sun's standing still, or the earth being fixed, or the firmament being above. Those at 
least who distinguish between what is theological in Scripture and what is scientific, and yet admit that 
Scripture is true, have no ground for wondering at such persons as subscribe to a paragraph, of which at 
the same time they disallow the philosophy; especially considering they expressly subscribe it only as 
not "contrary to the word of GOD." This then is what must be said first of all. 

Next, the philosophical position is itself capable of a very specious defence. The truth is, we do not at all 
know what is meant by distance or intervals absolutely, any more than we know what is meant by 
absolute time. Late discoveries in geology have tended to make it probable that time may under 
circumstances go indefinitely faster or slower than it does at present; or in other words, that indefinitely 
more may be accomplished in a given portion of it. What Moses calls a day, geologists wish to prove to 
be thousands of years, if we measure time by the operations at present effected in it. It is equally 
difficult to determine what we mean by distance, or why we should not be at this moment close to the 
throne of GOD, though we seem far from it. Our measure of distance is our hand or our foot; but as an 
object a foot off is not called distant, though the interval is indefinitely divisible; neither need it be 
distant either, after it has been multiplied indefinitely. Why should any conventual measure of oursEwhy 
should the perceptions of our eyes or our ears, be the standard of presence or distance CHRIST may 
really be close to us, though in heaven, and His presence in the Sacrament may but be a manifestation 
to the worshipper of that nearness, not a change of place, which may be unnecessary. But on this 
subject some extracts may be suitably made from a pamphlet published several years since, and 
admitting of one or two verbal corrections, which, as in the case of other similar quotations above, shall 
here be made without scruple:® 

"In the note at the end of the Communion Service, it is argued, that a body cannot be in two places at 
once; and that therefore the Body of CHRIST is not locally present, in the sense in which we speak of the 
bread as being locally present. On the other hand, in the Communion Service itself. Catechism, Articles, 
and Homilies, it is plainly declared, that the Body of CHRIST is in a mysterious way, if not locally, yet 
really present, so that we are able after some ineffable manner to receive It. Whereas, then, the 
objection stands, ECHRIST is not really here, because He is not locally here,' our formularies answer, ®He 
is really here, yet not locally.® 

"But it may be asked, What is the meaning of saying that CHRIST is really present, yet not locally? I will 
make a suggestion on the subject. What do we mean by being present? How do we define and measure 
it? To a blind and deaf man, that only is present which he touches: give him hearing, and the range of 
things present enlarges; every thing is present to him which he hears. Give him at length sight, and the 
sun may be said to be present to him in the day-time, and myriads of stars by night. The presence, then, 
of a thing is a relative word, depending, in a popular sense of it, upon the channels of communication 
between it and him to whom it is present; and thus it is a word of degree. 



"Such is the meaning of presence, when used of material objects;Every different from this is the 
conception we form of the presence of spirit with spirit. The most intimate presence we can fancy is a 
spiritual presence in the soul; it is nearer to us than any material object can possibly be; for our body, 
which is the organ of conveying to us the presence of matter, sets bounds to its approach towards us .13 
If, then, spiritual beings can be brought near to us, (and that they can, we know, from what is told us of 
the influences of Divine grace, and again of evil angels upon our souls,) their presence is something sui 
generis of a more perfect and simple character than any presence we commonly call local. And further, 
their presence has nothing to do with the degrees of nearness; they are either present or not present, 
or, in other words, their coming is not measured by space, nor their absence ascertained by distance. In 
the case of things material, a transit through space is the necessary condition of approach and presence; 
but in things spiritual, (whatever be the condition,) such a transit seems not to be a condition. The 
condition is unknown. Once more: while beings simply spiritual seem not to exist in place, the Incarnate 
SON does; according to our ChurchEs statement already alluded to, that Ethe natural body and blood of 
our SAVIOUR CHRIST are in heaven and not here, it being against the truth of CHRISTES natural body to 
be at one time in more places than one.E 

"Such seems to be the mystery attending our LORD and SAVIOUR; He has a body, and that spiritual. He 
is in place; and yet, as being a spirit. His mode of approachE the mode in which He makes Himself 
present here or there Emay be, for what we know, as different from the mode in which material bodies 
approach and come, as a spiritual presence is more perfect. As material bodies approach by moving 
from place to place, so the approach and presence of a spiritual body may be in some other 
way,Eprobably is in some other way, since in some other way, (as it would appear) not gradual, 
progressive, approximating, that is, locomotive, but at once, spirits become present,Emay be such as to 
be consistent with His remaining on GODES right hand while He becomes present here,Ethat is, it may 
be real yet not local, or, in a word, is mysterious. The Body and Blood of CHRIST may be really, literally 
present in the holy Eucharist, yet not having become present by local passage, may still literally and 
really be on GODES right hand; so that, though they be present in deed and truth, it may be impossible, 
it may be untrue to say, that they are literally in the elements, or about them, or in the soul of the 
receiver. These may be useful modes of speech ac cording to the occasion; but the true determination 
of all such questions may be this, that CHRISTES Body and Blood are locally at GODES right hand, yet 
really present here,E present here, but not here in place,Ebecause they are spirit. 

"To assist our conceptions on this subject, I would recur to what I said just now about the presence of 
material objects, by way of putting my meaning in a different point of view. The presence of a material 
object, in the popular sense of the word, is a matter of degree, and ascertained by the means of 
apprehending it which belong to him to whom it is present. It is in some sense a correlative of the 
senses. A fly may be as near an edifice as a man; yet we do not call it present to the fly, because it 
cannot see it; and we call it present to the man because he can. This, however, is but a popular view of 
the matter: when we consider it carefully, it certainly is difficult to say what is meant by the presence of 
a material object relatively to us. It is in some respects truer to say that a thing is present, which is so 
circumstanced as to act upon us and influence us, whether we are sensible of it or not. Now this is what 
the Catholic Church seems to hold concerning our LORDES Presence in the Sacrament, that He then 
personally and bodily is with us in the way an object is which we call present; how He is so, we know 
not, but that He should be so, though He be millions of miles away, is not more inconceivable than the 
influence of eyesight upon us is to a blind man. The stars are millions of miles off, yet they impress ideas 
upon our souls through our sight. We know but of five senses: we know not whether or not human 
nature be capable of more; we know not whether or not the soul possesses any thing analogous to 
them. We know nothing to negative the notion that the soul may be capable of having CHRIST present 



to it by the stimulating of dormant, or the development of possible energies. 


"As sight for certain purposes annihilates space, so other known capacities, bodily or spiritual, may 
annihilate it other purposes. Such a practical annihilation was involved in the appearance of CHRIST to 
St. Paul on his conversion. Such a practical annihilation is involved in the doctrine of CHRIST0S 
ascension; to speak according to the ideas of space and time commonly received, what must have been 
the rapidity of that motion by which, within ten days, placed our human nature at the right hand of 
God? Is more mysterious that He should Eopen the heavens,0 to use the Scripture phrase, in the 
sacramental rite; that He should then dispense with time and space, in the sense in which they are daily 
dispensed with, in the sunSs warming at the distance of 100,000,000 of miles, than that He could have 
dispensed with them on occasion of His ascending on high? He who showed what the passage of an 
incorruptible body was ere it had reached GODE3S throne, thereby suggests to us what may be its coming 
back and presence with us now, when at length glorified and become a spirit. 

"In answer, then, to the problem, how CHRIST comes to us while remaining on high, I answer just as 
much as this,0that He comes by the agency of the HOLY GHOST, and by the Sacrament. Locomotion is 
the means of a material Presence; the Sacrament is the means of His spiritual presence. As faith is the 
means of our receiving It, the HOLY GHOST is the Agent and the Sacrament the leans of His imparting It; 
and therefore we call It a sacramental Presence. We kneel before His heavenly throne, and the distance 
is as nothing; it is as if that throne were the Altar close to us. 

"Let it be carefully observed, that I am not proving or determining any thing. I am only showing how it is 
that certain proposition which at first sight seem contradictions in terms, are not so,ESI am but pointing 
out one way of reconciling them. If there is but one way assignable, the force of all antecedent objection 
against the possibility of any at all is removed, and then of course there may be other ways supposable 
though not assignable. It seems at first sight a mere idle use of words to say that CHRIST is really and 
literally, yet not locally, present in the Sacrament; that He is there given to us, not in figure but in truth, 
and yet is still only on the right hand of GOD. I have wished to remove this seeming impossibility. 

"If it be asked, why attempt to remove it, I answer that I have no wish to do so, if persons will not urge it 
against the Catholic doctrine. Men maintain it as an impossibility, a contradiction in terms, and force a 
believer in it to say why it should not be so accounted. And then when he gives a reason, they turn 
round and accuse him of subtleties, and refinements, and scholastic trifling. Let them but believe and 
act on the truth that the consecrated bread is CHRIST0S body, as He says, and no officious comment on 
His words will be attempted by any well judging mind. But when they say, ESthis cannot be literally true, 
because it is impossible;® then they force those who think it is literally true, to explain how, according to 
their notions, it is not impossible. And those who ask hard questions must put up with hard answers." 

There is nothing, then, in the Explanatory Paragraph which has given rise to these remarks, to interfere 
with the doctrine, elsewhere taught in our formularies, of a real super-local presence in the Holy 
Sacrament. 


R 9.0Masses. 

Article xxxi.EfThe sacrifices (sacrificia) of Masses, in the which it was commonly said, that the priest did 
offer CHRIST for the quick and the dead, to have remission of pain or guilt, were blasphemous fables and 
dangerous deceits (perniciosE imposturE)." 



Nothing can show more clearly than this passage that the Articles are not written against the creed of 
the Roman Church, but against actual existing errors in it, whether taken into its system or not. Here the 
sacrifice of the Mass is not spoken of, in which the special question of doctrine should be introduced; 
but " the sacrifice of masses," certain observances, for the most part private and solitary, which the 
writers of the Articles knew to have been in force in time past, and saw before their eyes, and which 
involved certain opinions and a certain teaching. Accordingly the passage proceeds, "in which it was 
commonly said;" which surely is a strictly historical mode of speaking. 

If any testimony is necessary in aid of what is so plain from the wording of the Article itself, it is found in 
the drift of the following passage from Burnet:IS 

"It were easy from all the rituals of the ancients to shew, that they had none of those ideas that are now 
in the Roman Church. They had but one altar in a Church, and probably but one in a city: they had but 
one communion in a day at that altar: So far were they from the many altars in every church, and the 
many masses at every altar, that are now in the Roman Church. They did not know what solitary masses 
were, without a communion. All the liturgies and all the writings of ancients are as express in this matter 
as is possible. The whole constitution of their worship and discipline shews it. Their worship always 
concluded with the Eucharist such as were not capable of it, as the catechumens, and those who were 
doing public penance for their sins, assisted at the more general parts of the worship; and so much of it 
was called their mass, because they were dismissed at the conclusion of it. When that was done, then 
the faithful stayed, and did partake of the Eucharist; and at the conclusion of it they were likewise 
dismissed, from whence it came to be called the mass of the faithful."EBurnet on the XXXIst Article, p. 
482. 

These sacrifices are said to be "blasphemous fables and pernicious impostures." Now the "blasphemous 
fable" is the teaching that there is a sacrifice for sin other than CHRISTIES death, and that masses are 
that sacrifice. And the "pernicious imposture" is the turning this belief into a means of filthy lucre. 

1. That the "blasphemous fable" is the teaching that masses are sacrifices for sin distinct from the 
sacrifice of CHRISTIES death, is plain from the first sentence of the Article. "The offering of CHRIST once 
made, is that perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction for all the sins of the whole world, both 
original and actual. And there is none other satisfaction for sin, but that alone. Wherefore the sacrifice 
of masses, &c." It is observable too that the heading of the Article runs, "Of the one oblation of CHRIST 
finished upon the cross," which interprets the drift of the statement contained in it about masses. 

Our Communion Service shows it also, in which the prayer of consecration commences pointedly with a 
declaration, which has the force of a protest, that CHRIST made on the cross, "by His one oblation of 
Himself once offered, a full perfect and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfaction for the sins of the 
whole world." 

And again in the offering of the sacrifice: "We entirely desire thy fatherly goodness mercifully to accept 
our sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, most humbly beseeching Thee to grant that by the merits and 
death of Thy SON JESUS CHRIST, and through faith in His blood, we and all Thy whole Church may obtain 
remission of our sins and all other benefits of His passion." 

[And in the notice of the celebration: "I purpose, through GodISs assistance, to administer to all such as 
shall be religiously and devoutly disposed, the most comfortable Sacrament of the Body and Blood of 
CHRIST; to be by them received in remembrance of His meritorious Cross and Passion; whereby alone 
we obtain remission of our sins, and are made partakers of the kingdom of heaven."] 



But the popular charge still urged against the Roman system, as introducing in the Mass a second or 
rather continually recurring atonement, is a sufficient illustration, without further quotations, of this 
part of the Article. 

That the "blasphemous and pernicious imposture" is the turning the Mass into a gain, is plain from such 
passages as the following:!?] 


"With what earnestness, with what vehement zeal, did our SAVIOUR CHRIST drive the buyers and sellers 
out of the temple of GOD, and hurled down the tables of the changers of money, and the seats of the 
dove-sellers, and could not abide that a man should carry a vessel through the temple. He told them, 
that they had made His FATHEREs house a den of thieves, partly through their superstition, hypocrisy, 
false worship false doctrine, and insatiable covetousness, and partly through contempt, abusing that 
place with walking and talking, with worldly matters, without all fear of GOD, and due reverence to that 
place. What dens of thieves the Churches of England have been made by the blasphemous buying and 
selling the most precious body and blood of CHRIST in the Mass, as the world was made to believe, at 
dirges, at months minds, at trentalls, in abbeys and chantries, besides other horrible abuses, (GODES 
holy name be blessed for over,) which we now see and understand. All those abominations they that 
supply the room of CHRIST hare cleaned and purged the Churches of England of, taking away all such 
fulsomeness and filthiness, as through blind devotion and ignorance bath crept into the Church these 
many hundred years"EOn repairing and keeping clean of Churches, pp. 229, 230. 

Other passages are as follow:E 

"Have not the Christians of late days, and even in our days also, in like manner provoked the displeasure 
and indignation of ALMIGHTY GOD; partly because they have profaned and defiled their Churches with 
heathenish and Jewish abuses, with images and idols, with numbers of altars, too superstitiously and 
intolerably abused, with gross abusing and filthy corrupting of the LORDES holy Supper, the blessed 
Sacrament of His body and blood, with an infinite number of toys and trifles of their own devices, to 
make a goodly outward shew, and to deface the homely, simple, and sincere religion of CHRIST JESUS; 
partly, they resort to the Church like hypocrites, full of all iniquity and sinful life, having in vain and 
dangerous fancy and persuasion, that if they come to the Church, besprinkle them with holy water, hear 
a mass, and be blessed with a chalice, though they understand not one word of the whole service, nor 
feel one motion of repentance in their hearts all is well, all is sure?"EOn the Place and Time of Prayer, p. 
293. 

Again:E 

"What hath been the cause of this gross idolatry, but the ignorance hereof? What hath been the cause 
of this mummish massing, but the ignorance hereof? Yea, what hath been, and what is at this day the 
cause of this want of love and charity, but the ignorance hereof? Let us therefore so travel to 
understand the LORDES Supper, that we be no cause of the decay of GODES worship, of no idolatry, of 
no dumb massing, of no hate and malice; so may we the bolder have access thither to our 
comfort."EHomily concerning the Sacrament, pp 377, 378. 

To the same purpose is the following passage from Bishop BullEs Sermons:E 

"It were easy to shew, how the whole frame of religion and doctrine of the Church of Rome, as it is 
distinguished from that Christianity which we hold is common with them, is evidently designed and 



contrived to serve the interest and profit of them that rule that Church, by the disservices, yea, and ruin 
of those souls that are under their government. . What can the doctrine of menEs playing an after game 
for their salvation in purgatory be designed for, but to enhance the price of the priestEs masses and 
dirges for the dead? Why must a solitary mass, bought for a piece of money, performed and participated 
by a priest alone, in a private corner of a church, be, not only against the sense of Scripture and the 
primitive Church, but also against common sense and grammar, called a Communion, and be accounted 
useful to him that buys it, though he never himself receive the Sacrament, or but once a year; but for 
this reason, that there is great gain, but no godliness at all, in this doctrine?"EBp. BullEs Sermons, p. 10. 

And Burnet says:E 

"Without going far in tragical expressions, we cannot hold saying what our SAVIOUR said upon another 
occasion, EMy house is a house of prayer, but ye have made it a den of thieves.E A trade was set up on 
this foundation. The world was made believe, that by the virtue of so many masses, which were to be 
purchased by great endowments, souls were redeemed out of purgatory, and scenes of visions and 
apparitions, sometimes of the tormented, and sometimes of the delivered souls, were published in all 
places: which had so wonderful an effect, that in two or three centuries, endowments increased to so 
vast a degree, that if the scandals of the clergy on the one hand, and the statutes of mortmain on the 
other, had not restrained the profuseness that the world was wrought up to on this account, it is not 
easy to imagine how far this might have gone; perhaps to an entire subjecting of the temporality to the 
spirituality. The practices by which this was managed, and the effects that followed on it, we can call by 
no other name than downright impostures; worse than the making or vending false coin: when the 
world was drawn in by such arts to plain bargains, to redeem their own souls, and the souls of their 
ancestors and posterity, so many masses were to be said, and forfeitures were to follow upon their not 
being said: thus the masses were really the price of the lands."EOn Article XXII., pp. 303, 304. 

The Truth of these representations cannot be better shown than by extracting the following passage 
from the Session 22 of the Council of Trent:E 

"Whereas many things appear to have crept in heretofore, whether by the fault of the times or by the 
neglect and wickedness of men, foreign to the dignity of so great a sacrifice, in order that it may regain 
its due honour and observance, to the glory of GOD and the edification of His faithful people, the Holy 
Council decrees, that the bishops, ordinaries of each place, diligently take care and be bound, to forbid 
and put an end to all those things, which either avarice, which is idolatry, or irreverence, which is 
scarcely separable from impiety, or superstition, the pretence of true piety, has introduced. And, to say 
much in a few words, first of all, as to avarice, let them altogether forbid agreements, and bargains of 
payment of whatever kind, and whatever is given for celebrating new masses; moreover importunate 
and mean extortion, rather than petition of alms, and such like practices, which border on simoniacal 
sin, certainly on filthy lucre. .. . And let them banish from the church those musical practices, when with 
the organ or with the chant any thing lascivious or impure is mingled; also all secular practices, vain and 
therefore profane conversations, promenadings, bustle, clamour; so that the house of GOD may truly 
seem and be called the house of prayer. Lastly, lest any opening be given to superstition, let them 
provide by edict and punishments appointed, that the priests celebrate it at no other than the due 
hours, nor use rites or ceremonies and prayers in the celebration of masses, other than those which 
have been approved by the Church, and received on frequent and laudable use. And let them altogether 
remove from the Church a set number of certain masses and candles, which has proceeded rather from 
superstitious observance than from true religion, and teach the people in what consists, and from 
whom, above all, proceeds the so precious and heavenly fruit of this most holy sacrifice. And let them 
admonish the same people to come frequently to their parish Churches, at least on Sundays and the 



greater feasts," &c. 


On the whole, then, it is conceived that the Article before us neither speaks against the Mass in itself, 
nor against its being [an offering, though commemorative,] for the quick and the dead for the remission 
of sin; [(especially since the decree of Trent says, that "the fruits of the Bloody Oblation are through this 
most abundantly obtained; so far is the latter from detracting in any way from the former;")] but against 
its being viewed, on the one hand, as independent of or distinct from the Sacrifice on the Cross, which is 
blasphemy; and, on the other, its being directed to the emolument of those to whom it pertains to 
celebrate it, which is imposture in addition. 


G lO.EMarriage of Clergy. 


Article xxxii.E"Bishops, Priests, and Deacon, are not commanded by GodEs law, either to vow the estate 
of single life, or to abstain from marriage." 

There is literally no subject for controversy in these words, since even the most determined advocates 
of the celibacy of clergy admit their truth. [As far as clerical celibacy is a duty, it] is grounded not on 
GODES law, but on the ChurchEs rule, or on vow. No one, for instance, can question the vehement zeal 
of St. Jerome in behalf of this observance, yet he makes the following admission in his attack upon 
Jovinian:E 

"Jovinian says, EYou speak in vain, since the Apostle appointed Bishops, and Presbyters, and Deacons, 
the husbands of one wife, and having children.E But, as the Apostle says, that he has not a precept 
concerning virgins, yet gives a counsel, as having received mercy of the Lord, and urges throughout that 
discourse a preference of virginity to marriage, and advises what he does not command, lest he seem to 
cast a snare, and to impose a burden too great for manEs nature; so also, in ecclesiastical order, seeing 
that an infant Church was then forming out of the Gentiles, he gives the lighter precepts to recent 
converts, lest they should fail under them through fear."EAdv. Jovinian. i. 34. 

And the Council of Trent merely lays down:E 

"If any shall say that clerks in holy orders, or regulars, who have solemnly professed chastity, can 
contract matrimony, and that the contract is valid in spite of ecclesiastical law or vow, let him be 
anathema."ESess. 24, Can. 9. 

Here the observance is placed simply upon rule of the Church or upon vow, neither of which exists in the 
English Church; "therefore," as the Article logically proceeds, "it is lawful for them, as for all other 
Christian men, to marry at their own discretion, as they shall judge the same to serve better to 
godliness." Our Church leaves the discretion with the clergy; and most persons will allow that, under our 
circumstances, she acts wisely in doing so. That she has power did she choose, to take from them this 
discretion, and to oblige them either to marriage [(as is said to be the case as regards the parish priests 
of the Greek Church)] or to celibacy, would seem to be involved in the doctrine of the following extract 
from the Homilies; though, whether an enforcement either of the one or the other rule would be 
expedient and pious, is another matter. Speaking of fasting, the Homily says:E 

"GODES Church ought not, neither may it be so tied to that or any other order now made, or hereafter 
to be made and devised by the authority of man, but that it may lawfully, for just cause, alter, change, or 



mitigate those ecclesiastical decrees and orders, yea, recede wholly from them, and break them, when 
they tend either to superstition or to impiety; when they draw the people from GOD rather than work 
any edification in them, this authority CHRIST Himself used, and left it to His Church. He used it, I say, for 
the order or decree made by the elders for washing ofttimes, which was diligently observed of the Jews; 
yet tending to superstition, our SAVIOUR CHRIST altered and changed the same in His Church into a 
profitable sacrament, the sacrament of regeneration, or new birth. This authority to mitigate laws and 
decrees ecclesiastical, the Apostles practiced, when they, writing from Jerusalem unto the congregation 
that was at Antioch, signified unto them, that they would not lay any further burden upon them, but 
these necessaries: that, Ethat they should abstain from things offered unto idols, from blood, from that 
which is strangled, and from fornication;® notwithstanding that MosesEs law required many other 
observances. This authority to change the orders, degrees, and constitutions of the Church, was, after 
the ApostlesE time, used of the father about the manner of fasting, as it appeareth in the Tripartite 

History.Thus ye have heard, good people, first, that Christian subjects are bound even in 

conscience to obey princes® laws, which are not repugnant to the laws of God. Ye have also heard that 
CHRISTES Church is not so bound to observe any order, law, or decree made by man, to prescribe a form 
in religion, but that the Church hath full power and authority from God to change and alter the same, 
when need shall require; which hath been shewed you by the example of our SAVIOUR CHRIST, by the 
practice of the Apostles, and of the Fathers since that time."EHomily on Fasting, pp. 242E244. 

To the same effect the 34th Article declares, that, 

"It is not necessary that traditions and ceremonies be in all places one, and utterly like; for at all times 
they have been divers, and may be changed according to diversities of countries, times and menEs 
manners, so that nothing be ordained against GodEs Word. Whosoever, through his private judgment, 
willingly and purposely doth openly break the traditions and ceremonies of the Church, which be not 
repugnant to the Word of GOD, and be ordained and approved by common authority, ought to be 
rebuked openly."EArticle XXXIV. 


R ll.EThe Homilies. 

Art. xxxv.E"The Second Book of Homilies doth contain a godly and wholesome doctrine, and necessary 
for these times, as doth the former Book of Homilies." 

This Article has been treated of in No. 82 of these Tracts, in the course of an answer given to an 
opponent, who accused its author of not fairly receiving the Homilies, because he dissented from their 
doctrine, that the Bishop of Rome is Antichrist, and that regeneration was vouchsafed under the law. 
The passage of the Tract shall be here inserted, with some abridgment. 

"I say plainly, then, I have not subscribed the Homilies, nor was it ever intended that any member of the 
English Church should be subjected to what, if considered as an extended confession, would indeed be a 
yoke of bondage. Romanism surely is innocent, compared with that system which should impose upon 
the conscience a thick octavo volume, written exactly, sentence by sentence: I cannot conceive any 
grosser instance of a Pharisaical tradition than this would be. No: such a proceeding would render it 
impossible (I would say), for any one member, lay or clerical, of the Church to remain in it, who was 
subjected to such an ordeal. For instance; I do not suppose that any reader would be satisfied with the 
political reasons for fasting, though indirectly introduced, yet fully admitted and dwelt upon in the 
Homily on that subject. He would not like to subscribe the declaration that eating fish was a duty, not 
only as being a kind of fasting, but as making provisions cheap, and encouraging the fisheries. He would 




not like the association of religion with earthly politics. 


"How, then, are we bound to the Homilies? By the Thirty-fifth Article, which speaks as follows:®®The 
second Book of Homilies . . . doth contain a godly and wholesome doctrine, and necessary for these 
times, as doth the former Book of Homilies.0 Now, observe, this Article does not speak of every 
statement made in them, but of the ®doctrine.® It speaks of the view or cast or body of doctrine 
contained in them. In spite of ten thousand incidental propositions, as in any large book, there is, it is 
obvious, a certain line of doctrine, which may be contemplated continuously in its shape and direction. 
For instance; if you say you disapprove the doctrine contained in the Tracts for the Times, no one 
supposes you to mean that every sentence and half sentence is a lie. I say then, that in like manner, 
when the Article speaks of the doctrine of the Homilies, it does not measure the letter of them by the 
inch, it does not imply that they contain no propositions which admit of two opinions; but it speaks of a 
certain determinate line of doctrine, and moreover adds, it is Snecessary for these times.® Does not this 
too show the same thing 1 If a man said, the Tracts for the Times are seasonable at this moment, as 
their title signifies, would he not speak of them as taking a certain line, and bearing in a certain way? 
Would he not be speaking, not of phrases or sentences, but of a ®doctrine® in them tending one way, 
viewed as a whole? Would he be consistent, if after praising them as seasonable, he continued, ®yet I do 
not pledge myself to every view or sentiment; there are some things in them hard of digestion, or 
overstated, or doubtful, or subtle?® 

"If any thing could add to the irrelevancy of the charge in question, it is the particular point in which it is 
urged that I dissent from the Homilies,®a question concerning the fulfilment of prophecy; viz. whether 
Papal Rome is Antichrist? An iron yoke indeed you would forge for the conscience, when you oblige us to 
assent, not only to all matters of doctrine which the Homilies contain, but even to their opinion 
concerning the fulfilment of prophecy. Why, we do not ascribe authority in such matters even to the 
unanimous consent of all the fathers. 

"I will put what I have been saying in a second point of view. The Homilies are subsidiary to the Articles; 
therefore they are of authority so far as they bring out the sense of the Articles, and are not of authority 
where they do not. For instance, they say that David, though unbaptized, was regenerated, as you have 
quoted. This statement cannot be of authority, because it not only does not agree, but it even disagrees, 
with the ninth Article, which translates the Latin word ®renatis® by the English ®baptized.® But, observe, 
if this mode of viewing the Homilies be taken, as it fairly may, you suffer from it; for the Apocrypha, 
being the subject of an Article the comment furnished in the Homily is binding on you, whereas you 
reject it. 

"A further remark will bring us to the same point Another test of acquiescence in the doctrine of the 
Homilies is this:®Take their table of contents; examine the headings; these surely, taken together, will 
give the substance of their teaching. Now I hold fully and heartily the doctrine of the Homilies, under 
every one of these headings the only points to which I should not accede, nor think myself called upon 
to accede, would be certain matters, sub ordinate to the doctrines to which the headings refer®matters 
not of doctrine, but of opinion, as, that Rome is the Antichrist; or of historical fact, as, that there was a 
Pope Joan. But now, on the other hand, can you subscribe the doctrine of the Homilies under every one 
of its formal headings? I believe you cannot. The Homily against Disobedience and Wilful Rebellion is, in 
many of its elementary principles, decidedly uncongenial with your sentiments." 

This illustration of the subject may be thought enough; yet it may be allowable to add from the Homilies 
a number of propositions and statements of more or less importance, which are too much forgotten at 
this day, and are decidedly opposed to the views of certain schools of religion, which at the present 



moment are so eager in claiming the Homilies to themselves. This is not done, as the extract already 
read will show, with the intention of maintaining that they are one and all binding on the conscience of 
those who subscribe the Thirty-fifth Article; but since the strong language of the Homilies against the 
Bishop of Rome is often quoted, as if it were thus proved to be the doctrine of our Church, it may be as 
well to show that, following the same rule, we shall be also introducing Catholic doctrines, which indeed 
it far more belongs to a Church to profess than a certain view of prophecy, but which do not approve 
themselves to those who hold it. For instance, we read as follows:!!] 

1. "The great clerk and godly preacher, St. John Chrysostom"01 B. i. I. And, in like manner, mention is 
made elsewhere of St. Augustine, St. Ambrose, St. Hilary, St. Basil, St. Cyprian, St. Hierome, St. Martin, 
Origen, Prosper, Ecumenius, Photius, Bernardus, Anselm, Didymus, Theophylactus, Tertullian, 
Athanasius, Lactantius, (Cyrillus. Epiphanius, (Gregory, IrenEus, Clemens, Rabanus, Isidorus; Eusebius, 
Justinus Martyr, Optatus, Eusebius Emissenus, and Bede. 

2. "Infants, being baptized, and dying in their infancy, are by this Sacrifice washed from their sins ... and 
they, which in act or deed do in after this baptism, when they turn to GOD unfeignedly, they are likewise 
washed by this Sacrifice," &C.01 B. iii. 1. init. 

3. "Our office is, not to pass the time of this present life unfruitfully and idly, after that we are baptized 
or justified," &C.01 B. iii. 3. 

4. "By holy promises, we be made lively members of CHRIST, receiving the sacrament of Baptism. By like 
holy promises the sacrament of Matrimony knitteth man and wife in perpetual love."01 B. vi;. 1. 

5. "Let us learn also here [in the Book of Wisdom] by the infallible and undeceivable Word of GOD, that," 
&C.01 B. x. 1. 

6. "The due receiving of His blessed Body and Blood under the form of bread and wine."0Note at end of 
B. i. 


7. "In the Primitive Church, which was most holy and godly ... open offenders were not suffered once to 
enter into the house of the LORD . . . until they had done open penance ... but this was practised, not 
only upon mean persons, but also upon the rich, noble, and mighty persons, yea, upon Theodosius, that 
puissant and mighty Emperor, whom ... St. Ambrose ... did ... excommunicate." 2 B. i. 2. 

8. "Open offenders were not... admitted to common prayer, and the use of the holy sacraments"0lbid. 

9. "Let us amend this our negligence and contempt coming to the house of the LORD; and resorting, 
thither diligently together, let us there . . . celebrating also reverently the LORD0S holy sacraments, 
serve the LORD in His holy house."0lbid. 

10. "Contrary to the . . . most manifest doctrine of the Scriptures, and contrary to the usages of the 
Primitive Church, which was most pure and uncorrupt, and contrary to the sentences and judgments of 
the most ancient, learned and godly doctors of the Church."02 B. ii. 1. init. 

11. "This truth . . . was believed and taught by the old holy fathers, and most ancient learned doctors, 
and received by the old Primitive Church, which was most uncorrupt and pure."02 B. ii: 2. init. 

12. "Athanasius, a very ancient, holy, and learned bishop and doctor."0ibid. 

13. "Cyrillus, an old and holy doctor"0ibid. 



14. "Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamine, in Cyprus, a very holy and learned man."Elbid. 

15. "To whose (EpiphaniusEs) judgment you have ... all the learned and godly bishops and clerks, yea, 
and the whole Church of that age," [the Nicene] "and so upward to our SAVIOUR CHRISTIES time, by the 
space of about four hundred years, consenting and agreeing."Elbid. 

16. "Epiphanius, a bishop and doctor of such antiquity, holiness, and authority."Elbid. 

17. "St. Augustine, the best learned of all ancient doctors."Elbid. 

18. "That ye may know why and when, and by whom images were first used privately, and afterwards 
not only received into Christian churches and temples, but, in conclusion, worshipped also; and how the 
same was gainsaid, resisted, and forbidden, as well by godly bishops and learned doctors, as also by 
sundry Christian princes, I will briefly collect," &c. [The bishops and doctors which follow are:] St. 
Jerome, Serenus, Gregory, the Fathers of the Council of Eliberis." 

19. "Constantine, Bishop of Rome, assembled a council of bishops of the West, and did condemn 
Philippicus, the Emperor, and John, Bishop of Constantinople, of the heresy of the Monothelites, not 
without a cause indeed, but very justly."Elbid. 

20. "Those six Councils which were allowed and received, of all men."Elbid. 

21. "There were no images publicly by the space of almost seven hundred years. And there is no doubt 
but the Primitive Church, next the ApostlesE times, was most pure." Elbid. 

22. "Let us beseech GOD that we, being warned by His holy Word . . . and by the writings of old godly 
doctors and ecclesiastical histories," &c.Elbid. 

23. "It shall be declared, both by GODES Word, and the sentences of the ancient doctors, and judgment 
of the Primitive Church," &c.E2 n. ii. 3. 

24. "Saints, whose souls reign in joy with GOD."Elbid. 

25. "That the law of GOD is likewise to be understood against all our images . . . appeareth further by 
the judgment of the old doctors and the Primitive Church."Elbid. 

26. "The Primitive Church, which is specially to be followed, as most incorrupt and pure."Elbid. 

27. "Thus it is declared by GODES Word, the sentences of the doctors, and the judgment of the Primitive 
Church."Elbid. 

28. "The rude people, who specially, as the Scripture teacheth, are in danger of superstition and 
idolatry; viz. Wisdom xiii. xiv."Elbid. 

29. "They [the Elearned and holy bishops and doctors of the ChurchE of the eight first centuries] were 
the preaching bishops .... And as they were most zealous and diligent so were they of excellent learning 
and godliness of life and by both of great authority and credit with the people.Elbid. 

30. "The most virtuous and best learned, the most diligent also, and in number almost infinite, ancient 
fathers, bishops, and doctors ... could do nothing against images and idolatry."Elbid. 

31. "As the Word of God testifieth, Wisdom iv."Elbid. 



32. " The saints, now reigning in heaven with GOD."0lbid. 

33. " The fountain of our regeneration is there [in GOD0 house] presented unto us."02 B. iii. 

36. "Somewhat shall now be spoken of one particular good work, whose commendation is both in the 
law and in the Gospel [fasting],"02 B. iv. 1. 

37. " If any man shall say ... we are not now under the yoke of the law, we are set at liberty by the 
freedom of the Gospel; therefore these rites and customs of the old law bind not us, except it can be 
showed by the Scriptures of the New Testament, or by examples out of the same, that fasting, now 
under the Gospel, is a restraint of meat, drink and all bodily food and pleasures from the body, as 
before: that we ought to fast, is a truth more manifest, then it should here need, to be proved . . . 
Fasting, even by CHRIST0S assent, is a withholding meat, drink, and all natural food from the body," 
&c.0lbid. 

38. "That it [fasting] was used in the Primitive Church, appeareth most evidently by the Chalcedon 
council, one of the first four general councils. The fathers assembled there .... decreed in that council 
that every person, as well in his private as public fast, should continue all the day without meat and 

drink, till after the evening prayer.This Canon teacheth how fasting was used in the Primitive 

Church."0lbid. [The council was A.D. 452.] 

39. "Fasting then, by the decree of those 630 fathers, grounding their determinations in this matter 
upon the sacred Scriptures ... is a withholding of meat, drink, and all natural food from the body, for 
the determined time of fasting."0ibid. 

40. "The order or decree made by the elders for washing ofttimes, tending to superstition, our SAVIOUR 
CHRIST altered and changed the same in His Church, into a profit able sacrament, the sacrament of our 
regeneration or new birth." 02 B. iv. 2. 

41. "Fasting, thus used with prayer is of great efficacy and weigheth much with God, so the angel 
Raphael told Tobias."0lbid. 

42. "As he" [St. Augustine] "witnesseth in another place, the martyrs and holy men in times past were 
wont after their death to be remembered and named of the priest at divine service; but never to be 
invocated or called upon."02B.vii.2. 

43. "Thus you see that the authority both of Scripture and also of Augustine, doth not permit that we 
should pray to them."0lbid. 

44. "To temples have the Christians customably used to resort from time to time as to most meet places, 
where they might... receive His holy sacraments ministered unto them duly and purely."02 B. viii. 1. 

45. "The which thing both CHRIST and His apostles, with all the rest of the holy fathers, do sufficiently 
declare so."0lbid. 

46. "Our godly predecessors, and the ancient fathers of the Primitive Church, spared not their goods to 
build churches."0lbid. 

47. "If we will show ourselves true Christians, if we will be followers of CHRIST our MASTER, and of those 
godly fathers that have lived before us, and now have received the reward of true and faithful 
Christians," &c.0lbid. 




48. "We must. . . come unto the material churches and temples to pray . . . whereby we may reconcile 
ourselves to GOD, be partakers of His holy sacraments, and be devout hearers of His holy Word,"0lbid. 

49. "It [Ordination] lacks the promise of remission of sin, as all other sacraments besides the two above 
name do. Therefore neither it, nor any other sacrament else, be such sacraments as Baptism and the 
Communion are." 2 Horn. ix. 

50. "Thus we are taught, both by the Scriptures an ancient doctors, that," &c.0lbid. 

51. "The holy apostles and disciples of CHRIST ... the godly fathers also, that were both before and since 
CHRIST, endued without doubt with the HOLY GHOST, . . they both do most earnestly exhort us, &c.... 
that we should remember the poor ... St. Paul crieth unto us after this sort .... Isaiah the Prophet 
teacheth us on this wise. . . And the holy father Tobit giveth this counsel. And the learned and godly 
doctor Chrysostom giveth this admonition .... But what mean these often admonitions and earnest 
exhortations of the prophets, apostles, fathers, and holy doctors?" 2 B. xi. 2. 

52. "The holy fathers, Job and Tobit."Elbid. 

53. "CHRIST, whose especial favour we may be assured by this means to obtain," [viz. by almsgiving]02 
B. xi. 2. 

54. "Now will I. .. show unto you how profitable it is for us to exercise them [alms-deeds] .. . [CHRISTES 
saying] serveth to . . . prick us forwards ... to learn . . . how may recover our health, if it be lost or 
impaired, and how it may be defended and maintained if we have it. Yea, He teacheth us also therefore 
to esteem that as a precious medicine and an inestimable jewel that hath such strength and virtue in it, 
that can either procure or preserve so incomparable a treasure."Elbid. 

55. "Then He and His disciples were grievously accused of the Pharisees,... because they went to meat 
and washed not their hands before, . . . CHRIST, answering their superstitious complaint, teacheth them 
an especial remedy how to keep clean their souls,... Give alms," &c.0lbid. 

56. "Merciful alms-dealing is profitable to purge the soul from the infection and filthy spots of sin."0lbid. 

57. "The same lesson doth the HOLY GHOST teach in sundry places of the Scripture saying, 
EMercifulness and almsgiving,® &c. [Tobit iv.] . . . The wise preacher, the son of Sirach, confirmeth the 
same, when he says, that mas water quencheth burning fire,0"&c.0lbid. 

58. "A great confidence may they have before the high GOD, that show mercy and compassion to them 
that are afflicted."Elbid. 

59. "If ye have by any infirmity or weakness been touched or annoyed with them . . . straightway shall 
mercifulness wipe and wash them away as salves and remedies to heal their sores and grievous 
disease. "Elbid. 

60. "And therefore that holy father Cyprian admonisheth to consider how wholesome and profitable it is 
to relieve the needy, &c.... by the which we may purge our sins and heal our wounded souls."Elbid. 

61. "We be therefore washed in our baptism from the filthiness of sin, that we should live afterwards in 
the pureness of life."02 B. xiii. 1. 


62. "By these means [by love, compassion, &c.] shall we move GOD to be merciful to our sins."0ibid. 



63. "®He was dead,(2l saith St. Paul, 0 for our sins, and rose again for our justification® ... He died to 
destroy the rule of the devil in us, and He rose again to send down His HOLY SPIRIT to rule in our hearts, 
to [endow] us with perfect righteousness."02 B. xiv. 

64. "The ancient Catholic fathers," [in marg.] IrenEus, Ignatius, Dionysius, Origen, Optatus, Cyprian, 
Athanasius,.... "were not afraid to call this supper, some of them, the salve of immortality and sovereign 
preservative against death; other, the sweet dainties of our SAVIOUR, the pledge of eternal health, the 
defence of faith, the hope of the resurrection; other, the food of immortality, the healthful grace, and 
the conservatory to everlasting life."02 B. xv. 1. 

65. "The meat we seek in this supper is spiritual for the nourishment of our souls, a heavenly refection, 
and an earthly; an invisible meat and not bodily; a ghostly substance and not carnal."Hlbid. 

66. "Take this lesson ... of Emissenus, a godly father, that . . . thou look up with faith upon the holy 
body a blood of thy GOD, thou marvel with reverence, thou touch with thy mind, thou receive it with 
the hand of thy heart and thou take it fully with thy inward man."0lbid. 

67. "The saying of the holy martyr of GOD, St. Cyprian 02 B. xx. 3. 

Thus we see the authority of the fathers, of the first councils, and of the judgements of the Church 
generally, holiness of the Primitive Church, the inspiration of Apocrypha, the sacramental character of 
marriage other ordinances, the Real Presence in the Eucharist, Church®s power of excommunicating 
kings, the profitableness of fasting, the propitiatory virtue of good works, the Eucharistic 
commemoration, and justification by a righteousness [within us], are taught in the Homilies. Let it said 
again, it is not here asserted that a subscription to; and every of these quotations is involved in the 
subscription of an Article which does but generally approve the Homilies: but they who insist so strongly 
on our Church holding that the Bishop of Rome is Antichrist because the Homilies declare it, should 
recollect that there are other doctrines contained in them beside it, which they [themselves] should be 
understood to hold, before their argument has the force of consistency. 


R 12.0The Bishop of Rome. 

Article xxxviii.®"The Bishop of Rome hath no jurisdiction in this realm of England." 

By "hath" is meant "ought to have," as the Articl in the 36th Canon and the Oath of Supremacy show, in 
which the same doctrine is drawn out more at length. "No foreign prince, person, prelate, state, or 
potentate, hath, or ought to have, any jurisdiction, power, superiority, pre-eminence, or authority, 
ecclesiastical or spiritual, within this realm." 

This is the profession which every one must in consistency make, who does not join the Roman Church. 
If the Bishop of Rome has jurisdiction and authority here, why do we not acknowledge it, and submit to 
him? To say then the above words, is nothing more or less than to say "I am not a Roman Catholic;" and 
whatever reasons there are against saying them, are so far reasons against remaining in the English 
Church. They are a mere enunciation of the principle of Anglicanism. 

Anglicans maintain that the supremacy of the Pope is not directly from revelation, but an event in 
Providence. All things may be undone by the agents and causes by which they are done. What revelation 
gives, revelation takes away; what Providence gives, Providence takes away. GOD ordained by miracle. 
He reversed by miracle, the Jewish election; He promoted in the way of Providence, and He cast down 



by the same way, the Roman empire. "The powers that be, are ordained of GOD," while they be, and 
have a claim on our obedience. When they cease to be, they cease to have a claim. They cease to be 
when GOD removes them. He may be considered to remove them when He undoes what He had done. 
The Jewish election did not cease to be, when the Jews went into captivity: this was an event in 
Providence; and what miracle had ordained, it was miracle that annulled. But the Roman power ceased 
to be when the barbarians overthrew it; for it rose by the sword, and it therefore perished by the sword. 
The Gospel Ministry began in CHRIST and His Apostles; and what they began, they only can end. The 
Papacy began in the exertions and passions of man; and what man can make, man can destroy. Its 
jurisdiction, while it lasted, was "ordained of GOD;" when it ceased to be, it ceased to claim our 
obedience; and it ceased to be at the Reformation. The Reformers, who could not destroy a Ministry, 
which the Apostles began, could destroy a Dominion which the Popes founded. 

Perhaps the following passage will throw additional light upon this point:E 

"The Anglican view of the Church has ever been this: that its portions need not otherwise have been 
united together for their essential completeness, than as being descended from one original. They are 

like a number of colonies sent out from a mother-country.Each Church is independent of all the 

rest, and is to act on the principle of what may be called Episcopal independence, except, indeed, so far 
as the civil power unites any of them together. . . . Each diocese is a perfect independent Church, 
sufficient for itself; and the communion of Christians one with another, and the unity of them 
altogether, lie, not in a mutual understanding, intercourse, and combination, not in what they do in 
common, but in what they are and have in common, in their possession of the Succession, their 

Episcopal form, their Apostolical faith, and the use of the Sacraments.Mutual intercourse is but an 

accident of the Church, not of its essence.Intercommunion is a duty, as other duties, but is not the 

tenure or instrument of the communion between the unseen world and this; and much more the 
confederacy of sees and churches, the metropolitan, patriarchal, and papal systems, are matters of 
expedience or of natural duty from long custom, or of propriety from gratitude and reverence, or of 
necessity from voluntary oaths and engagements, or of ecclesiastical force from the canons of Councils, 
but not necessary in order to the conveyance of grace, or for fulfilment of the ceremonial law, as it may 
be called, or unity. Bishop is superior to bishop only in rank, not in real power; and the Bishop of Rome, 
the head of the Catholic world, is not the centre of unity, except as having a primacy of order. 
Accordingly, even granting for argumentEs sake, that the English Church violated a duty in the 16th 
century, in releasing itself from the Roman supremacy, still it did not thereby commit that special sin, 
which cuts off from it the fountains of grace, and is called schism. It was essentially complete without 
Rome, and naturally independent of it; it had, in the course of years, whether by usurpation or not, 
come under the supremacy of Rome; and now, whether by rebellion or not, it is free from it: and as it 
did not enter into the Church invisible by joining Rome, so it was not cast out of it by breaking from 
Rome. These were accidents in its history, involving, indeed, sin in individuals, but not affecting the 
Church as a Church. 

"Accordingly, the Oath of Supremacy declares Ethat no foreign prelate hath or ought to have any 
jurisdiction, power, pre-eminence, or authority within this realm.E In other words, there is nothing in 
the Apostolic system which gives an authority to the Pope over the Church, such as it does not give to a 
Bishop. It is altogether an ecclesiastical arrangement; not a point de fide, but of expedience, custom, or 
piety, which cannot be claimed as if the Pope ought to have it, any more than, on the other hand, the 
King could of Divine right claim the supremacy; the claim of both one and the other resting, not on duty 
or revelation, but on specific engagement. We find ourselves, as a Church, under the King now, and we 
obey him; we were under the Pope formerly, and we obeyed him. EOughtE does not, in any degree, 
come into the question." 







Conclusion 


One remark may be made in conclusion. It may be objected that the tenor of the above explanations is 
anti-Protestant, whereas it is notorious that the Articles were drawn up by Protestants, and intended for 
the establishment of Protestantism; accordingly, that it is an evasion of their meaning to give them any 
other than a Protestant drift, possible as it may be to do so grammatically, or in each separate part. 

But the answer is simple: 

In the first place, it is a duty which we owe both to the Catholic Church and to our own, to take our 
reformed confessions in the most Catholic sense they will admit; we have no duties toward their 
framers. [Nor do we receive the Articles from their original framers, but from several successive 
convocations after their time; in the last instance, from that of 1662.] 

In giving the Articles a Catholic interpretation, we bring them in to harmony with the Book of Common 
Prayers, an object of the most serious moment in those who have given their assent to both formularies. 

Whatever be the authority of the [Declaration] prefixed to the Articles, so far as it has any weight at all, 
it sanctions the mode of interpreting them above given. For its enjoining the "literal and grammatical 
sense," relieves us from the necessity of making the known opinions of their framers, a comment upon 
their text; and its forbidding any person to "affix any new sense to any Article," was promulgated at a 
time when the leading men of our Church were especially noted for those Catholic views which have 
been here advocated. 

It may be remarked, moreover, that such an interpretation is in accordance with the well-known general 
leading of Melanchthon, from whose writings our Articles are principally drawn, and whose Catholic 
tendencies gained for him that same reproach of popery, which has ever been so freely bestowed upon 
members of our own reformed Church. 

"Melanchthon was of opinion, says Mosheim, "that, for the sake of peace and concord, many thing 
might be given up and tolerated in the Church of Rome, which Luther considered could by no means be 
endured. ... In the class of matters indifferent, this great man and his associates placed many things 
which had appeared of the highest importance to Luther, and could not of consequence be considered 
as indifferent by his true disciples. For he regarded as such, the doctrine of justification by faith alone; 
the necessity of good works to eternal salvation; the number of the sacraments; the jurisdiction claimed 
by the Pope and the Bishops; extreme unction; the observation of certain religious festivals, and several 
superstitious rites and ceremonies."ECent. XVI. 8 3, part 2. 27, 28 


Further: the Articles are evidently framed on the principle of leaving open large questions, on which the 
controversy hinges. They state broadly extreme truths, and are silent about their adjustment. For 
instance, they say that all necessary faith must be proved from Scripture, but they do not say who is to 
prove it. They say that the Church has authority in controversies, they do not say what authority. They 
say that it may enforce nothing beyond Scripture, but do not say where the remedy lies when it does. 
They say the works before grace and justification are worthless and worse, and that works after grace 
and justification are acceptable, but they do not speak at all of works with GOD0S aid, before 



justification. They say that men are lawfully called and sent to minister and preach, who are chosen and 
called by men who have public authority given them in the congregation to call and send; but they do 
not add by whom the authority is to be given. They say that councils called by princes may err; they do 
not determine whether councils called in the name of CHRIST will err. 

[6. The variety of doctrinal views contained in the Homilies, as above shown, views which cannot be 
brought under Protestantism itself, in its widest comprehension of opinions, is an additional proof, 
considering the connexion of the Articles with the Homilies, that the Articles are not framed on the 
principle of excluding those who prefer the theology of the early ages to that of the Reformation; or 
rather since both Homilies are Articles appeal to the Fathers and Catholic antiquity, let it be considered 
whether, in interpreting them by these, we are not going to the very authority to which they profess to 
submit themselves.] 

Lastly, their framers constructed them in such a way as best to comprehend those who did not go so far 
in Protestantism as themselves. Anglo-Catholics then are but the successors and representatives of 
those moderate reformers; and heir case has been directly anticipated in the wording of the Articles. It 
follows that they are not perverting, they are using them, for an express purpose for which among 
others their authors framed them. The interpretation they take was intended to be admissible; though 
not that which their authors took themselves. Had it not been provided for, possible the Articles never 
would have been accepted by our Church at all. If, then, their framers have gained their side of the 
compact in effecting the reception of the Articles, the Catholics have theirs too in retaining their own 
Catholic interpretation of them. 

An illustration of this occurs in the history of the 28th Article. In the beginning of ElizabethEs reign a 
paragraph formed part of it, much like that which is now appended to the Communion Service, but in 
which the Real Presence was denied in words. It was adopted by the clergy at the first convocation, but 
not published. Burnet observes on it thus:® 

"When these Articles were first prepared by the convocation in Queen ElizabethEs reign, this paragraph 
was made a part of them; for the original subscription by both houses of convocation, yet extant, shows 
this. But the design of the government was at that time much turned to the drawing over the body of 
the nation to the Reformation, in whom the old leaven had gone deep; and no part of it deeper than the 
belief of the corporeal presence of CHRIST in the Sacrament; therefore it was thought not expedient to 
offend them by so particular a definition in this matter; in which the very word Real Presence was 
rejected. It might, perhaps, be also suggested, that here a definition was made that went too much 
upon the principles of natural philosophy; which how true soever, they might not be the proper subject 
of an article of religion. Therefore it was thought fit to suppress this paragraph; though it was a part of 
the Article that was subscribed, yet it was not published, but the paragraph that follows, EThe Body of 
CHRIST,® &c., was put in its stead, and was received and published by the next convocation; which upon 
the matter was a full explanation of the way of CHRISTIES presence in this Sacrament; that EHe is by 
which He is received.® This seemed to be more theological; and it does indeed amount to the same 
thing. But howsoever we see what was the sense of the first convocation in Queen ElizabethEs reign, it 
differed in nothing from that in King EdwardEs time; and therefore though this paragraph is now no part 
of our Articles, yet we are certain that the clergy at that time did not at all doubt of the truth of it; we 
are sure it was their opinion; since they subscribed it, though they did not think fit to publish it at first; 
and though it was afterwards changes for another, that was the same in sense."EBurnet on Article 
XXVIII., p. 416. 

What lately has taken place in the political world will afford an illustration in point. A French minister. 



desirous of war, nevertheless, as a matter of policy, draws up his state papers in such moderate 
language, that his successor, who is for peace, can act up to them, without compromising his own 
principles. The world, observing this, has considered it a circumstance for congratulation; as if the 
former minister, who acted a double part, had been caught in his own snare. It is neither decorous, nor 
necessary, nor altogether fair, to urge the parallel rigidly; but it will explain what it is here meant to 
convey. The Protestant Confession was drawn up with the purpose of including Catholics; and Catholics 
now will not be excluded. What was an economy in the reformers, now a protection to us. What would 
have been a perplexity to us then, is a perplexity to Protestants now. We could not then have found 
fault with their words; they cannot now repudiate our meaning. 

OXFORD, The Feast of the Conversion of St. Paul, 1841. 


TRACT NO. XCI (91) THE ARTICLES OF RELIGION FROM AN AMERICAN POINT OF VIEW BY THE REV. 
WILLIAM REED HUNTINGTON, D.D. RECTOR OF GRACE CHURCH, NEW YORK [Reprinted from THE 
HIBBERT JOURNAL for July, 1907] NEW YORK. A. G. SHERWOOD & CO. 1907 


DURING the last sixty and six years that have elapsed since 1841, the meteorite known in ecclesiastical 
history as Tract No. XC. has had ample time to cool. Such was the heat of friction developed by the 
stone's passage through the Anglican atmosphere, so violent was the explosion caused by its impact 
upon the hard surface of an evangelical England, that, for the time being, a fair appraisal of values was 
impossible. Any attempt to lift and weigh the incandescent mass would have been futile. But patience 
has now had her perfect work, relative temperatures have quietly adjusted themselves, and it is open to 
sober-minded critics to subject Tract XC. to libration and analysis; hence Tract No. XCI, or The Same 
Subject Continued. 

Cardinal Newman has left on record in the Apologia a very full and frank statement of his reasons for 
making the Articles of Religion the subject of a Tract. He had been gradually leading his disciples on, 
through a sort of enchanted forest, beautiful for leafage and undergrowth, thou singularly deficient in 
guide-posts, until some of them, as he could not fail to discern, were on the point of asking him 
awkward questions. On the lips of more than one of the devotees there trembled the anxious 
interrogatory, "Master, whither?" 

"From the time that I had entered upon the duties of Public Tutor of my College," Newman writes, 
"when my doctrinal views were very different from what they were in 1841, I had meditated a comment 
upon the Articles. Then, when the Movement was in its swing, friends had said to me, 'What will you 
make of the Articles?' but I did not share the apprehension which their question implied.... I had been 
enjoined, I think by my Bishop, to keep these men straight, and I wished so to do, but their tangible 



difficulty was subscription to the Articles, and thus the question of the Articles came before me. It was 
thrown in our teeth,— 'How can you manage to sign the Articles? they are directed against Rome.' 
'Against Rome?' I made answer. 'What do you mean by Rome?' and I proceeded to make distinction of 
which I shall now give an account. 

There follow some eight pages of explanation, of a highly interesting character. With Newman's dialectic 
method in handling the question of subscription, those who have read Tract XC. are familiar. His main 
thesis is that the Articles do not oppose Catholic teaching, that they only slightly oppose Roman dogma, 
and that, in so far as they antagonise Rome at all, it is mainly with a view to disowning certain 
superstitions which are not necessarily a part of the system with which, in the common Protestant mind, 
they are commonly associated. In other words, Newman held that the protest of the English Reformers 
had been directed not so much against the barque of Peter as against a lot of barnacles encrusted upon 
the submerged portion of her hull. 

This theory of the true bearing of the Articles was not wholly new; what made it startling in 1841 was 
the fact of its having received, for the first time, the imprimatur of an Anglican divine. As far back as in 
1633, one Abraham Davenport, a Franciscan Father, known in religion as Sancta Clara, had suggested 
that at least some of the English Articles might be dealt with in the fashion which Newman, more than 
two hundred years later, recommended. Eighteen of the famous Thirty-nine Davenport declared to the 
thoroughly orthodox from the Roman point of view, two he regarded as mere logomachies, while, as to 
the remaining nineteen, he held that, even if they were not "ambitious of a Catholic interpretation," 
they were, to use the phrase of the keen analyst who was to come after, "patient" of such a reading. But 
Sancta Clara, as has been noted, was a Franciscan; he looked at the question from the other side of the 
stream from that on which the English theologians were supposed to stand; his advances met with no 
very cordial reception, and the Articles continued to be regarded by successive generations of educated 
clergy and faithful laity as the nation's protest against Rome. Sancta Clara and his devices had long been 
lost out of mind when Newman launched the torpedo destined to blow the Thirty-nine Articles, in their 
supposed character of a reasoned Protestant eirenic, to shivers. 

For really that is what has happened, though the metaphor may seem to some a little violent. A system 
which has failed to serve the purpose it was originally contrived to answer, may fairly enough be said to 
have been shivered by the agent which has demonstrated the failure. 

And what was the purpose for which the Thirty-nine Articles were originally set forth? The official 
documents of the sixteenth century supply us with a perfectly clear answer to the question. They were 
published as having been agreed upon "by the Archbishops and Bishops of both Provinces and the whole 
clergy, in the Convocation holden at London in the year of Our Lord 1542, for the avoiding of the 
diversities of opinions and for the establishing of consent touching true religion." Have the Articles, as a 
matter of fact, accomplished these salutary ends? Has there been any real avoidance of "diversities of 
opinions"? Has there been any genuine establishing of consent? Not certainly since 1841, whatever may 
have been the case in earlier years. One may, to be sure, but at the theological book shops either Forbes 
on the Thirty-nine Articles, or Browne; but if he attempts to make the Bishop of Brechin keep step with 
the Bishop of Winchester, he will meet with only indifferent success. Can two walk together except they 
be agreed? The prophet Amos thought not. 

I repeat, then, that in so far as the accomplishment of their avowed purpose is concerned, the 
Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England have been and are an open failure. They attempted the 
establishing of a common standard of religious belief with respect to a multitude of details, and it simply 
could not be done,—could not be done to last. English Christianity owes a great debt of gratitude to 



John Henry Newman for having made this point clear. His logic metamorphosed what had been, for so 
many years, hypocritically denominated "Articles of peace," into unmistakable articles of war. Ever since 
his day the cry has been concerning them, "Not peace, but a sword." "How many sacraments hath Christ 
ordained in his Church?" "Two," answers the ingenuous child, fresh from his Catechism. "Oh, no;" 
interrupts the Anglo-Catholic, backed, as he now contends, by Article twenty-five; "Oh, no; seven, my 
good child; only you must be careful not to call them sacraments of the Gospel." This is a fair sample of 
what Tract XC. did for the better explication of those fourteen Articles which constitute what may be 
called the disputed possessions, as contrasted with the common territory of English and Latin 
Christianity. 

We pass from the Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England to the Thirty-eight of the American 
Episcopal Church, since it is with these latter that the present paper undertakes more particularly to 
deal. Three questions with respect to the American Articles force themselves upon us:—What is their 
legal status? What, under twentieth century conditions, is their theological value? Why should they 
continue any longer to be bound up with the Book of Common Prayer? Let us begin with the question of 
status. 

So long as the Colonial Church continued under the nominal oversight of the Bishop of London, the 
Articles, as a matter of course, had for American Churchmen precisely the same binding obligation that 
they had for English Churchmen, no more no less. 

Since no candidate for Holy Orders could be ordained in those days save by a Bishop of the home 
Church, whom he must needs cross the ocean to find, every Church of England clergyman exercising his 
office on this side of the Atlantic must, at some time or other, have actually put his name to the Articles. 

During the period, however, that intervened between the overthrow of the British sovereignty on this 
soil and the firm establishment of an autonomous Church in what the Preface to the Prayer Book calls 
"these American States," the Articles were, to all intents and purposes, in nubibus. Nobody seems to 
have known precisely where they stood, or what was the exact measure of their binding force. It was 
evident that to throw them overboard altogether, especially after the bold step taken in the practical 
repudiation of the Quicunque vult, would be a somewhat violent break of doctrinal continuity with the 
Church of England, while, at the same time, formally to adopt them without some measure of revision 
was impossible. The twenty-first of the Twenty-nine, for example, literally reeked with the flavour of 
monarchy, suggesting, as it did, that General Councils might "not be gathered together without the 
commandment and will of Princes." To have sounded that note in the ears of "these American States," 
in the first flush of their democratic pride, might have subjected White to insult, and Seabury to 
banishment. In the Book of Articles appended to the American Prayer Book, nothing follows the title 
"Article XXI. Of the Authority of General Councils" save an asterisk; and if the asterisk be pursued to the 
bottom of the page, we find the following naive footnote:— "The Twenty-first of the former Articles is 
omitted; because it is partly of a local and civil nature" (as if there were anything really "local" or "civil" 
about a General Council), "and is provided for, as to the remaining parts of it, in other Articles." A happy 
phrase this— "provided for in other Articles"; it shall be given a broader application presently. The 
upshot of the debate over the recognition or non-recognition of the Articles was their "establishment," 
with a few modifications (the most important of which is the one just noted), by the General Convention 
of 1801. 

It is worth while, before we pass this point, to quote Bishop White. He remarks, in his Memoirs (p. 33), 
that "the object kept in view in all the consultations held and deliberations formed was the perpetuating 
of the Episcopal Church on the ground of the general principles which she had inherited from the Church 



of England; and of not departing from them, except so far as either local circumstances required or 
some very important cause rendered proper. To those acquainted with the history of the Church of 
England it must be evident that the object here stated was accomplished on the ratification of the 
Articles." Tiffany, in his History, commenting upon this memorandum, suggestively adds that an 
attempt, three years later, that is to say, in the General Convention of 1804, to make subscription to the 
Articles compulsory upon the Clergy, by canonical enactment, failed. 

The just conclusion from these historical data would seem to be that, since 1801, the Thirty-eight 
Articles of Religion have, in some sense, been of binding force upon the consciences of our clergy, 
though the precisely what sense or to what extent is not easy to say. Few would venture to assert that 
they stand on the same footing with the Catholic Creeds in respect to essential dogma; while, on the 
other hand, few would go so far as to declare them, in round terms, non-obligatory. They would appear 
to be held, to use a most illusory phrase, forced upon us by the exigencies of these difficult times, "for 
substance of doctrine," though where the "substance" ends and the "accidents" begin, who shall 
determine? 

And just here would seem to be the proper point for a distinct intimation of the present writer's motive 
and purpose in opening this subject. We are all of us more or less disquieted by the evident 
disinclination of the flower of our youth to seek the ministry of religion as their calling in life. Whether or 
not the same tendency is observable in communions other than our own is a separate question. But, 
without going further afield than our own immediate ecclesiastical limits permit, why is it, we may well 
ask, that with such magnificent sources of supply as our great Schools, Concord, Groton, Southborough, 
Pomfret, Cheshire, Newport, (not to mention others) afford, the current setting towards Holy Orders 
should be so sluggish and intermittent? After all due allowance has been made for the fact that many of 
these boys have been brought up at home in such luxurious surroundings that it is not in them to face 
possible hardship, it still remains a difficult question. Why do they not in larger number flock to the 
Colours? It is the writer's conviction that in many instances—by no means in all, but in many—the 
reason is that no clear-cut, frank, direct answer is to be had to the question, To what do I commit myself 
doctrinally if I enter the ministry of the Church? 

The Lambeth Platform, to be sure, has an answer to this question, as clear as a bell. "The Nicene Creed," 
it declares, is "the sufficient statement of the Christian Faith." 

"But what about the Articles of Religions?" urges the level-headed, keen-eyed young college graduate, 
on the edge of postulancy, though doubtful about candidateship,— "To what extent am I bound by 
them? They contain, I find, many hundreds of propositions. Must I feel in my heart that I give an honest 
assent to every one of these when I am asked in ordination whether I will minister the doctrine of Christ, 
not only 'as the Lord hath commanded,' which would be a comparatively simple obligation, but 'as this 
Church hath received the same'? Tell me, 0 Bishop, Guardian of the fold and Shepherd of the flock, tell 
me, am I bound by an equally strong tie to the affirmation that 'works before justification' have the 
nature of sin, and to the affirmation 'on the third day He rose again from the dead'? To which the 
Bishop, as things are now, can but reply, "You have Burnet and Beveridge, Browne, Forbes and 
Hardwicke; hear them." 

The Articles of Religion, when analysed and classified, fall into seven groups—the theological, strictly so 
called, the embryological, the anthropological, the soteriological, the ecclesiological, the bibliological, 
and the sociological. The sections, moreover, follow in the order named. Under the head of Theology, 
pure and simple, come the first five, with these titles, "Of Faith in the Holy Trinity," "Of the Word or Son 
of God which was made Very Man," "Of the going down of Christ into Hell," "Of the Resurrection of 



Christ," "Of the Holy Ghost.' 


Under the head of embryology—a word which may be used, for lack of a better, to define the study of 
sources—are to be classified Articles six, seven, and eight, which deal with the germ-plots of Christian 
doctrine, the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, and the Catholic Creed in its two forms—the 
so-called Apostolic and the Nicene. Under the head of Anthropology come Articles nine and ten, dealing 
respectively with Birth-sin and Free-will. Soteriology fills no fewer than eight Articles, namely, the 
eleventh, Of the Justification of Man; the twelfth, Of Good Works; the thirteenth, Of Works before 
Justification; the fourteenth, Of Works of Supererogation; the fifteenth, Of Christ alone Without Sin; the 
sixteenth, Of Sin after Baptism; the seventeenth, Of Predestination and Election; and the eighteenth, Of 
obtaining Eternal Salvation only by the Name of Christ. All these in answer to the question, "What must I 
do to be saved?"—an inquiry originally replied to, it will be remembered, at a place called Philippi, in 
fewer words. 

Ecclesiology, not in its petty sense of the science of priestly vestments and chancel furniture, but in its 
dignified and lofty sense of the science of the Church's corporate life, is dealt with in fifteen Articles, to 
wit, Nos. nineteen to thirty-four, No. twenty-one of "the former Articles" counting zero. In these 
ecclesiological Articles we have the Church's constituency defined, it authority, as limited by Holy 
Scripture, declared, its existence in a purgatorial state questioned, its ministry safeguarded, the 
language of its worship confined to the vernacular, its sacraments numbered, explained and protected 
against both misinterpretation and misuse, the marriage of its priest justified, its sentences of 
excommunication made valid, and its traditions and ceremonies given such subordinate rank as 
rightfully attaches to them. The bibliographical Articles are two in number, and deal with the Books of 
Homilies and the Book of Consecration of Bishops and Ordering of Priests and Deacons. 

Finally, under the head Sociological may be classed the last three Articles, one of which touches upon 
the power of the civil magistrates, one upon communism, and one upon the lawfulness of making oath 
in courts of justice. 

The Thirty-eight Articles having been thus summarised, it is timely to call attention to the fact that the 
American Episcopal Church has in its custody three-and-twenty more, namely, the Twelve Articles of the 
Catholic Creed, and the Eleven Articles of her Constitution or Organic Law. The theses which this Tract 
No. XCI. has been written to set forth and to maintain is, that the twenty-three amply suffice for our 
purpose without the thirty-eight. Suppose we try the several groups just enumerated by this test. 

As for the Trinitarian theology, with which the book of Articles opens, it is evidently identical, in fact 
almost verbally identical, with the teachings of the Nicene Creed. So much, therefore, may be set down 
as surplusage. 

The open Bible on our lecterns testifies to our respect for the authority of the Book, if it be a "Standard" 
Bible, and its table of contents will be a sufficient definition of what is held to be canonical Scripture. 

Similarly, it may be said of the two Creeds that their very presence in our manual of worship is ample 
enough proof of our thinking that they "ought thoroughly to be received and believed." This disposes of 
the trilogy of Articles concerned with the source of authority in religion. 

On Anthropology, the next subject treated, it is enough to know that man is undoubtedly a sinner; 
while, of Soteriology, it is enough to know that Christ is incontestably a Saviour. Upon both of these 
cardinal points the Creed insists, when of the Only-begotten of the Father it affirms that "for us men and 
for our salvation" He came down from heaven. Were we not lost, saving we should not need; were He 



not Saviour, his coming down had been in vain. 

In a Church which, like our own, has committed its organic law to writing, the proper place for 
ecclesiological teaching is the Constitution; and if the eleven Articles of that document, as we now have 
it, do not suffice, it would be quite within the power of our ecclesiastical legislature to add a twelfth. 

Passing to bibliography, it is certainly unnecessary to have a special Article of Religion to declare that our 
Ordinal has nothing in it that, "of itself, is superstitious and ungodly." The fact that we continue it in use 
ought to be sufficient evidence that we resent such imputation; while, as for the Homilies, since the very 
Article which commends them also suspends them,—postpones, that is to say, the public reading of 
them in churches until they shall have been revised,—we need not trouble ourselves about them. It is 
more than a century since this good resolution was put into print; and though there have been revisions 
many, we still wait for the homiletical one. 

There remain to be disposed of the three Articles designated as sociological. Of these, the first, "Of the 
Power of the Civil Magistrates," is a very different thing under its American form from what we find in 
the corresponding place in the English Book—in fact, may not unfairly be said to teach an opposite 
doctrine; for whereas the English Article affirms that godly Princes "should rule all states and degrees 
committed to their charge by God, whether they be ecclesiastical or temporal," the American Article 
quietly observes that "the Power of the Civil Magistrate hath no authority in things purely 
spiritual"—not a flat contradiction, perhaps, but dangerously near it. 

The second of the Sociological Articles antagonises Communism as taught by "certain Anabaptists." But 
anarchists, not anabaptists, are the men with whom we have to do; and, moreover, if we are to have an 
Article of Religion to confront each and every one of the economic heresies that disturb our peace, we 
shall need, not thirty-nine, but a hundred. The Book concludes with the Article entitled "Of a Christian 
Man's Oath." It confesses that vain and rash swearing is forbidden Christian men, but insists that in a 
good cause a Christian man may swear if the magistrate requireth it. This is acceptable enough doctrine 
to all who do not take the Sermon on the Mount too literally; but, in view of the fact that in the courts of 
most English-speaking countries, and even in the House of Commons, since Bradlaugh, an affirmation is 
accepted in place of an oath, the Article has that belated look which befits its position at the end of the 
column. 

This Tract has been written in no acrimonious or destructive spirit. The writer has no wish to contravene 
a single statement in the Articles of Religion. He candidly acknowledges that Christian men may swear, 
and he is utterly unwilling that other Christian men should esteem his goods and riches common, 
touching his own "right, title, and possession of the same." A like cheerful assent he gives to all the 
propositions of the formulary, as he understand them; for it would be strange indeed if, among the 
multitude of interpretations now allowed, he should fail of finding the special one suited to the 
idiosyncrasies of his particular mind. But while this is his present attitude, he recalls the day when it was 
not. He recalls the day when, to his youthful and untutored vision, the Articles seemed to obscure rather 
than to elucidate the answer to the question, What is the doctrine of the Episcopal Church? He cannot 
help being of the opinion that to-day young men in great numbers are similarly embarrassed. They can 
believe the Creeds, but what are they to make of this lengthy addendum to the Creeds? 

It may be urged that some addendum is necessary, seeing that the Creeds do not interpret themselves. 
There is truth in this objection, but has the bringer of it considered what an immense amount of 
interpretative power is stored up in the historic liturgy of the Church? The Creed, for example, is very 
concise, very concise indeed, in the region of anthropology and soteriology; but the Prayers of the Ages, 



in a singularly full and satisfactory way, show us how Christians have always thought, or, what is, 
perhaps, still more to the point, felt upon these subjects. 

What need of Article twelve, "Of Good Works," when we have leaned on the Second Sunday before 
Lent, to say, "0 Lord God, who seest that we put not our trust in anything that we do," and on the 
Thirteenth Sunday after Trinity are again to pray, "Almighty and merciful God, of whose only gift it 
cometh that thy people do unto Three true and laudable service"? It is safe to say that there is not a 
single Article of the Creed that does not find similar expression and elucidation somewhere between the 
covers of the Prayer Book before you reach the Psalter, and long before you reach the Articles. 

It is just here that Anglican enjoy a great advantage over Presbyterians. Today the Westminster 
Confession totters to its fall. The Brief Statement will not save it, for the Brief Statement was only 
allowed to come into existence upon an understanding that for "substance of doctrine" it was to be 
regarded as a gar exponent of the longer document. Relief obtained on such terms can be but 
temporary. Only the gnats have been strained out, the camel is left in the cup. But if the Westminster 
Confession goes to pieces, what have our Presbyterian brethren to fall back upon? They have never 
conceded to the Catholic Creeds that high place of honour in which Anglican have always held them. If 
Westminster fails them, they have no Nicaea to fall back upon. It looks as if it would be a case, as in 
Paul's shipwreck, of "some on boars and some on broken pieces of the ship." In such an event, may a 
good Providence so order things that, as happened on the coast of Malta, they shall escape all safe to 
land,—the land of the historic faith, no island but the continent of truth. Yes, the Creeds suffice. They 
have outlived many a document like our Book of Articles and the Confessions of Augsburg and of 
Westminster, and will outlive many another. The Confessions have their day and cease to be; the Creeds 
live on—all the days are theirs. The Creeds are like Stonehenge and the Pyramids;—to go at them with 
hammer and chisel, under a pretext of reparation, were little short of sacrilege. The Thirty-nine Articles 
are a sixteenth century Episcopal residence of many rooms, some of them much out of repair. 

But what shall we do without Book of Articles if we snip the threads which now bind it up with the Book 
of Common Prayer? Put it, with reverent and loving hands, in the Archives, I reply—the Archives of 
English Religion. There are other books to keep it company in that honoured and dignified retirement. 
There is The Institution of a Christian Man; there is King Henry's Primer; there is Nowell's Catechism; 
there is Jewell's Apology; there are those unfortunate Books of Homilies, still unrevised; and there is, if 
you please, The Confession of our Christian Faith, commonly called the Creed of Saint Athanasius. 

What a handsome set of Archives they would make, and how happily the Thirty-nine Articles would fit 
in! Bibliotheca Anglicana we will call it, and it shall have glass doors to protect the honoured pages from 
an otherwise inevitable dust. 





